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Abstract
The effectiveness of outsourcing in the Ford interior department is analyses by 
having a closer look at all outsourced groups, especially a look at three different 
engineering service groups and four job experience groups. The focus is on 
outsourcing car development from start to end. Two mini case studies have shown 
a need for effectiveness improvement. From the literature the outsourcing 
definition, reason for outsourcing, advantages and disadvantages are identified. 
The literature is checked how the effectiveness and performance can be 
measured. Outsourcing and effectiveness are the fields of interest for the survey 
from which the research questions have been generated. The Ford interior 
population was target for this survey, while access issue resulted in asking all 
outsourcing groups inside the Ford interior department, 518 persons have been 
asked without the Ford employees, 68 did answer. Supported with two mini case 
studies the evaluation has been showing that the main fields of ineffectiveness are 
target setting, design efficiency, salary, complain handling, trust and relationship. 
This survey was cross sectional. To get continues improvement inside the Ford 
interior department, it is needed to implement a performance measurement or 
quality control system. The automotive industry has already implemented ISO/TS 
16949 (2009), but Ford and the other outsourcing provider seem to have a gap in 
controlling it through the project phases, resulting in finding effectiveness gaps. 
The survey result will underline the need for a performance and quality control 
system, which is effective and improving effectiveness, if continuously used in all 
project phases. The wider implications for management are that the outlined 
questions could be usable in any other outsourcing organization, maybe even in 
any organisation to evaluate the areas of ineffectiveness and to start with this 
framework the necessary uplift of effectiveness and performance.
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1 Effectiveness of outsourcing of Engineering Service: Survey 
inside the Ford of Europe Interior Department
This thesis is investigating the effectiveness of outsourcing engineering service. It 
is done inside the Ford interior department. The background and problem 
description will be outlined in the next subchapter. The research purpose/aim is to 
identify the gabs in effectiveness to find a better way of conducting outsourcing. 
The motivation of the author for doing this research lies in his experience in 
working nine years inside the Ford interior department. As many other persons did, 
he experienced situations in which common sense were indicating that there might 
be a smarter way of doing it. in the next subchapter two mini cases are giving 
examples of such situations. With this thesis the author wants to proof in which 
areas the improvements are needed to make the way of working more effective, to 
reduce the pressure and to keep persons in business. From literature a wide 
collection of effectiveness and outsourcing knowledge is used to establish a 
questionnaire to ask the person standing in the first line. The answers of the 
members of the Ford interior department are analysed to find the gap to 
effectiveness. The thesis ends comparing the needed next steps for improvement 
with the already existing method to secure effectiveness. The thesis will show that 
there is a gap at this point in time and will plead to ask the questions not only ones 
and adjust, but improve on continues bases.
1.1 Background and problem definition
Ford of Europe has its development center in Cologne Merkenich and partially in 
Dunton. There, the development of all car lines is done from small cars like Fiesta 
to large and luxury car like Galaxy and Mondeo. The divisions are divided in power 
train, body, electrical, styling and vehicle testing. The focus for this research will be 
on the interior development department, which is part of body engineering, 
interacting with the other departments. For the entire different car lines the 
development of seats, doors, overhead system, instrumental panels and soft & 
hard trim systems is done there (see figure on next page).
l
Figure 1.1.1: Overview showing the details for the Interior Department inside Ford 
Corporation in 2009
Ford
Corporation Corporation
Instrument panel
| Mazda
| Plants 1 | Cariines
Kdln Ka
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| Development Centers
| Overhead Systems | | Restraints
Veh cle 
Testing
Power
train
Categories
Development
Departments
Hard and Soft trim | | Doors \ |'SeatsJ Products and Systems
Source: Present study based on Ford Webpage (2010)
Ford is using different strategies for the outsourced development. One method is to 
have leading supervisors and a view engineers employed by Ford and outsource 
most of the engineering to RLE and Bertrand. These outsourced persons are 
acting, as they were Ford employees. They are seated in Ford, acting as Ford with 
the direction of supervisors. This kind of service will be called Agencies working for 
Ford (AgFord) throughout the research. It is common practice that freelancer who 
are interested to work for Ford are employed through RLE or Bertrandt. The 
second method is that Ford is outsourcing the design, e.g. for an overhead system, 
to a Full Service Supplier (FSS). These suppliers are building a team within the 
development center and they are responsible for the product design, the set up of 
the production and the delivery within their organization and within the needed 
communication with all other Ford departments. The third type of outsourcing of 
engineering service is to support the Full Service Supplier. This kind of service will 
be called Agencies working for Full Service Supplier (AgFSS) throughout the 
research. They are responsible for doing the service for Full Service Supplier by
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using the Ford systems and methods. That means that engineering companies like 
RLE, Bertrandt, CPD, PDE, etc. are integrated in the Full service supplier teams, 
who are integrated in the Ford development process. For all 3 cases the 
development of the products starts with the development of master sections. From 
this, the styling department establishes the first surfaces, which are then the basis 
for working out the product in CAD. With the CAD data the tooling is built, with 
which the first prototypes are produced. After this the prototype parts are 
assembled to a car and finally tested. The later development phase normally also 
includes the elimination of smaller issues or last change wishes, e.g. new trends of 
motor shows. After 3 years the car development is finished. The cars will be built in 
a mass production line and their normal product life cycle is 6 years. Within this 
product life cycle, there is a vehicle face-lift (called Mid Cycle Action (MCA)) in the 
middle of the lifetime, i.e. after 3 years. Problem definition: The above has 
outlined how the groups are set up to work together. Ford and three different 
outsourcing groups should ideally do this in an effective way, but there are 
situations in which the effectiveness is behind its possibilities. The following two 
subchapters are outlining two mini case studies giving examples of situations, 
which are proofing that the outsourcing is not most effectively done.
1.1.1 Mini Case study 1: Ford Galaxy and S-Max face lift of interior parts
In 2009/2010 Ford has implemented a face lift, also called mid cycle action, of the 
interior trim for Galaxy and S-Max. The implementation phase is inside the Ford 
Genk plant, while the basic design from the first section to prototype release was 
conducted in Merkenich. While Ford has been running in parallel other main car 
development, e.g. the replacement of Ford C-Max and Ford Focus, they needed 
engineering capacity to do this face lift by outsourcing engineering. In this case 
Ford has given Bertrandt the responsibility to develop the interior, e.g. headliner 
and hard trim, while Grupo Antolin is responsible for the overhead console, which 
is placed into the headliner. The following points are examples from this case 
relevant for the survey. In the below text these examples are outlined and in
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chapter 5 they will be set into relation to the research questions. The relationship 
between Agencies working for Ford and Full service supplier is bad. This can be 
underlined by the fact that Ford needs to help to get a communication running to 
solve the various open points. For instants on behalf of the vehicle line director 
Stock (2009) sent out an invitation to Bertrandt and the Full service supplier to 
unblock the non agreement on whether the parts are ok or not. Ford was wishing 
that the parties communicate directly, but this was not the case. There is another 
example of a bad level of trust between agencies working for Ford and Full service 
supplier. To establish the drawings and feasibility for tooling needs many loops. It 
results in cost and timing issues and a blaming nature. Both parties document 
every single step to position themselves to Ford. In an email exchange of Temino 
(2009a) with Schwalm each of the parties tried to document that they have finished 
their step on the CAD work on the B-Pillar. Like chess players pressing the button 
after the move, the parties send out emails to everyone to document that their 
move is done. Ford employees have more information, insides and training; it is 
evident that outsourcing has not the best starting point, i.e. a lower effectiveness. 
The outsourced companies do not have clear, that they have to use the Ford 
systems and how to use the Ford systems. An example for this is the usage of 
WERS (World wide Engineering release system) and the AIM (Automated Issue 
Management) system, where in meetings at the project start the people outlined 
that they do not know these systems. An email of Sarria (2009) reveals that a long 
term working person inside Ford does not have access to the aims system. 
Bertrandt (Agency working for Ford) is sitting inside the Ford internal meetings and 
gets to know all the information relevant, while the full service supplier and the 
agencies working for full service supplier get only the filtered information and 
therefore a high misalignment with the Ford (Customer) target direction is the 
result. Information from Brotons (2009) indicates that the project might be delayed, 
because of Grupo Antolin, while other suppliers did have the bigger problems. The 
truth was presented in Bertrandt’s (Agency working for Ford) preferred way to most 
probably keep the pressure high for improvements from the Full service supplier. 
Ford develops the headlining system with Bertrandt. The production supplier
4
receives the drawings and with this the headliner are built. The company target of 
Grupo Antolin, headliner supplier, was to arrange the launch of production with 
only one extra program manager, while the production side should support from 
time to time. The company target is not met, because what was behind the target, 
that means the amount of work, was not clear. This unclear company target and 
the resulting “not met” had an influence to the customer/ Ford and the efficiency of 
outsourcing, because Manzanas (2009) had to announce to his Chief executive 
officer (CEO) an additional resource compared to the original plan to be added to 
the project. Ford has shift their Job 1 schedule (Schwalm, 2009), because the 
development targeted to the outsourcing companies did not met the target, 
because Bertrandt did not include the state of the art know how into the design and 
the production supplier did not compensate early enough for this design faults, e.g. 
Headliner cut out mismatch as were generated by Bertrandt, but Grupo Antolin did 
not give an early warning.
Grupo Antolin a full service supplier has been placing their people into the Galaxy 
face lifting program without the needed knowledge of the Ford systems. At the 
beginning until the middle of the project, they did not know the Ford systems, e.g. 
CAD and WERS. This is documented by Petersen (2009) informing about training 
possibilities for team members already longer inside the project. Bertrandt’s turn 
over in engineering person results in the missing basic knowledge of the overhead 
system requirements. The email proves that first Van der Meulen (2009) was 
taking care about the Galaxy development, while in 2010 it is Mauro Assis. For one 
case the A-Pillar radii had to be changed, because the fabric covering material had 
a see through condition of the plastic. This design requirement was a known factor 
from former project and therefore a known requirement. This results in the 
requirement needs improvement. This is supporting that there is at least one case 
in which the requirement was not met (Temino, 2009b). The production supplier is 
build to print, i.e. he receives the design documentation and produces to this 
printed drawings and documentations without responsibility for the design. 
Bertrandt is design responsible with less know how of the products and the
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production of these products. The production supplier can build the designed part, 
but modifications are needed while the design is not good enough with the other 
parts and systems of the car. In this case the tolerance chain with the other parts 
resulted in a touch condition to the wind screen giving a squeak and rattle complain 
from the final inspection (Vermeulen, 2009). Many persons starting a project do not 
know the structure of the project, meetings schedule, names of important persons, 
etc. This is underlined by Moesch (2009) complaining about the attendance 
behaviour of persons to the meetings, while the frequent meeting schedule was not 
known. In all other projects Ford has a formal vehicle program planning. This is 
fixed and controlled by gateway controls. Any falling back to this timing is or tried to 
be avoided by a Ford team supporting the suppliers. But on the other hand there 
are examples available for not delivering the tasks in time. For the Galaxy face lift 
Ford had shifted the official job one by four weeks, because the interior parts are 
not saleable (Schwalm, 2009). This example had happen after the survey has been 
distributed, which allows the assumption that the survey result might be different. 
The most likely result is that is delivered to late. Another example is that for the 
final documentation, the delivery date had been shifted three times. A complain 
came up about the stiffness of a headliner. The message was received and the 
rework of headliner was clear, but the headliner was not improved with the next 
possible delivery date. It was done only later (Aerts, 2009a). An example for a bad 
level of trust are the project reviews, because before Christmas Ford has 
requested the Full service supplier to report on the progress for improved parts, the 
day directly after Christmas and during the complete vacation period (Beyer, 2009). 
The above mentioned example that Bertrandt is an agency working for Ford taking 
the developing responsibility for the interior without the full necessary production 
supplier know how, while working on the development the full service supplier are 
seeing their know how transferred to them resulting also in a gap to the level of 
trust (Temino, 2009b).
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1.1.2 Mini Case study 2: Ford Kuga development in Merkenich
Ford has been negotiating a contract with Grupo Antolin, Full service supplier, to 
take care about the development for the Ford Kuga overhead system. This Full 
service supplier is building a team within the development center and they are 
responsible for the product design, the set up of the production and the delivery 
within their organization and within the needed communication with all other Ford 
departments. The development of the products starts with the development of 
master sections. From this, the styling department establishes the first surfaces, 
which are then the basis for working out the part and modules in CAD. With the 
CAD data the tooling is build with which the first prototypes are produced. After this 
the prototype parts are assembled to a car and finally tested. The later 
development phase normally also includes the elimination of smaller issues. After 3 
years the car development is finished. The cars will be built in a mass production 
line and their normal product life cycle is 6 years. The following points are 
examples from this case relevant for the survey and set into relation later: The 
headliner development has been finalized at the gateway at which all designs are 
finished by Ford definition, but the cable design is not finalized at that time. This 
results in a modification to the headliner to bring on marks to the non visible side of 
the headliner. This is a repeating issue, because this was also the case for the 
development of the Focus, C-Max and Galaxy (Calvet, 2009). It can be confirmed 
by looking at any start of projects. Many persons starting a project do not know the 
structure of the project, meetings schedule, names of important persons, etc (Pinto 
2009). For the Kuga project the headliner design was earlier delivered (Peris,
2009). The Full service supplier is integrated into the Ford development team, i.e. 
they are responsible for their area (e.g. Headliner) and Ford for their area (Body in 
white). If systems investigation need to be done the home work goes meanly to the 
full service supplier doing in fact not agreed work from Ford. Resistance to this end 
up in complains and bad reputation given from Ford to the management of the Full 
service supplier (Aerts, 2009b). An example for reduced level of trust to Ford might 
be the ordering of a change without the formal system. Ford wanted the parts
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earlier as the formal order has arrived to the supplier and the supplier did deliver 
without formal order. Then at the end Ford did not pay this change (Pinto, 2009). 
The two mini case studies have been outlining various situations, in which 
outsourcing has been behind the best possible effectiveness. Where these single 
occasions or common practice/ ineffectiveness? Are there more areas which are 
adding to the ineffectiveness? What area should have the highest priority to be 
solved? What is the value for ineffectiveness? These questions will be addressed 
in this research.
1.2 Research question
There are different categories of question coming up while outsourcing. There will 
be an overarching question, questions which are interesting before outsourcing, 
then a category “questions after the outsourcing process” and questions regarding 
thesis theme: Outsourcing effectiveness. The below figure will show the area to 
focus for this research.
Figure 1.2.1: Categories of research questions and the theme of thesis
Source: Present study
The overall question is how effective is the outsourcing of engineering service 
inside the interior department of Ford of Europe. This is the overarching questions 
for this research. What to outsource? Why to outsource? Where to outsource? All
these questions are not the direct focus of this research, but Ford will have done 
the decision on criteria, which is influencing the measurement of effective 
outsourcing, but this view/ effect will be not evaluated. The general question is split 
in the following sub question: Is there a pattern, which will enable Ford and their 
suppliers to identify the best possible way of outsourcing or to focus on the areas 
which need improvement? The reason for this question is described in figure 1.3.1. 
The target is to find a general pattern and to check whether this can be applied to 
the Ford interior department. Is there a difference in efficiency between the launch 
of service, start of project and the longer established working relationship? What is 
the difference? Identify the reason for start inefficiencies will give the chance to 
eliminate these or at least reduce them. How to control cost, timing and quality? 
These 3 point are inter-depended in service, here in the engineering service. If the 
service is low cost then the timing is a compromise or the quality is compromised.
If the focus is on good quality, the cost will increase or the timing will be longer to 
achieve this. For an effective outsourcing what is the right relationship between the 
parties? This question is in the research to find a pattern for efficient outsourcing in 
the area of interpersonal exchange. The relationship inside Ford is checked and 
compared to the general theory. The target is again to find improvement areas. 
After outsourcing: How to secure effective outsourcing? This question is not the 
focus of the research, but inside the recommendations solutions are offered. For 
the survey these questions are reframed to make them measurable. For reframing 
the question the later literature review is taken as the basis. The first part of the 
literature review will discuss the available theory for outsourcing. The other part will 
discuss performance measurement as this will be the bases to find the measures 
of effectiveness / performance. The questionnaire is going to answer the research 
questions developed from the literature and is going to collect data from the 
following areas. Target: Is the target and goal clear or unclear? What has been 
achieved? This will be looked at for the own company and the customer company. 
Quality: Do the people have the right level of experience for their job? Does the 
design meet the requirement? Design effectiveness and efficiency measure: Is the 
system filled first time all the time? How is the difference in effectiveness at the
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start and at the end of a project or after several projects? Cost: What is the hourly 
rate for Ford and for the suppliers? How much hours are needed for a task? 
Compare hours used by Ford with the hours used by supplier. Timing: Is the task 
delivered on time? Are the customer complains handled on time? Relationship and 
level of trust: How is the match between partners? This will be looked at from both 
sides for the same relationship and level of trust.
1.3 Research purpose
The main research purpose is to develop and apply a framework for effective 
outsourcing within Ford. It should be found out: What are the main areas of 
ineffectiveness and its value behind? The identification of ineffectiveness will 
enable Ford and their suppliers to identify the necessary steps to make it a better 
outsourcing without harming the operation/company. After the mini case studies 
have shown problems, treatment (e.g. training) is likely to be needed. There is a 
problem, but to which extent. Therefore the purpose of this research is to find a 
measure and value of the level ineffectiveness.
Figure 1.3.1: Development of Ford specific framework to check and to improve 
effective outcome
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The importance for this research lies in the importance for Ford and their supplier 
to know how to be most effective. This research will point out how to measure an 
effective performance, because inside the automotive market this effectiveness 
can be a key for competitiveness. While a lack of competitiveness will normally 
have massive impacts. This cross sectional research will give the first inside about 
the situation in Ford of Europe Interior Department, identifying that it will need 
further research on longitudinal basis.
1.4 Overview of literature findings
1.4.1 Outsourcing theory in literature
This thesis is researching the effectiveness of outsourcing in the Ford interior 
department. The research title includes the area effectiveness and outsourcing. 
Therefore the literature review is divided into a section to discuss the outsourcing 
theory in the literature and in a discussion about performance measurement, which 
is about effectiveness measurements. The literature for outsourcing has been 
checked to find a working definition for outsourcing, reveal the reason and to show 
the advantages and disadvantages for outsourcing. The different outsourcing 
definitions have in common that all companies get service or products from an 
outside company. Many authors define that the task, to be outsourced, were 
formerly inside the company. They also claim that the supplier should be 
independent, i.e. an outside supplier. About what to outsource there are 
controversial points. One requires significant contribution and the others claim to 
keep the main/ core task in house. Some claim that outsourcing is based on a 
contract and done by a multinational company. These are more special ways of 
defining outsourcing, which are not relevant for this working definition. For this 
research the working definition of outsourcing is: When a product or sen/ice which 
was formerly produced in-house is now delivered by an external and independent 
company. The literature indicated several reasons for outsourcing. The reasons 
are ordered in four categories inside this thesis. The first category is the main 
outsourcing reasons applicable for the Ford area/ thesis. The reasons are cost 
reduction; access to new skills and knowledge, access to new technology; higher
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operational flexibility and effectiveness; reduced fixed staff; reduce capital cost; 
moving up the value chain; improve timing and improve market status. The second 
category is the main reasons for outsourcing, but not especially relevant for Ford. 
Outsourcing can create greater value added; to have lower risk and brand 
enhancements are the reasons in this category. An overview about other less 
important reasons for outsourcing, inside this research, can be divided in the ones 
applicable for this thesis/ Ford, the reason for this area is concentration on core 
competences, and the for Ford not applicable ones: Outsourcing is done to 
improve the service quality; increased investment in technology; enhance 
capability for change; motivate staff and management; reduces inadequate staff; 
increase the employees performance and effective use of in-house staff. The 
advantages and disadvantages of outsourcing are discussed in detail inside 
chapter 2, while the following gives an outline. The advantages are equal to the list 
of outsourcing reasons applicable to Ford, i.e. from cost reduction to brand 
enhancement the outsourcing reason is also the outsourcing advantage. The 
disadvantages of outsourcing are: Needs clear definition of process and structure; 
highly depending on the vendor; loss of skills and corporate memory; failing to 
deliver the promised goods and services; high cost for outsourcing communication 
and outsourcing relationship; access to critical production knowledge; emphasis on 
short term benefits; reduce the motivation for new technological break through; fear 
of loosing job and fear of change and decline in the morale and performance of the 
remaining employees. The second area of the literature review has a look at 
effectiveness and the link to performance measurement, which is the second 
relevant area for the survey.
1.4.2 Performance and effectiveness measure in literature
The first part was focusing on outsourcing. Flere the focus is on the effectiveness, 
i.e. what are the available theories and findings in terms of effectiveness and 
performance measurement available inside the literature? The performance and 
the effectiveness are linked to each other and sometimes used in an 
interchangeable manner. From the literature the working definition of performance
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and effectiveness measurement is: Effectiveness is a relative concept which 
concerns the extent to which customer requirements are met. Performance is 
effective when output levels are either equal to or greater than input levels. The 
literature reveals several performance measurement systems which are more 
describing the situation of measuring on a Iongitunal time basis, i.e. measuring 
ones (as in this survey), adjusting the actions and then redo the measuring (maybe 
next research) or with a performance measurement system. These adjustments 
and loops are not planned in this thesis, because it goes over the limit of this 
research. The next question to check is: What to measure to evaluate 
effectiveness and performance? The measures have been divided in financial and 
non-financial values, while the financial measures are listed for the complete 
picture; they are less important for this thesis and are only listed in more detail in 
chapter 2. This is followed by the non-financial measures, where the ISO/ TS 
16949 (2009:4) Standard are the main important performance measure or 
insurance system for the automotive sector. It is also important for the later relation 
of the survey result to this performance measurement system. The survey 
questions, which are to be developed from the literature, are used to find out the 
current, i.e. at that time, status of performance/ effectiveness in the interior 
department of Ford. They further will look for areas in which Ford and their 
suppliers will be able to make improvements. The literature was also checked to 
find the requirements for measuring the performance. Most of the found 
requirements are suitable for the long term performance measurement systems. 
Out of this list of requirements a reduced list is generated for the cross sectional 
investigation to be done with this survey. To measure the effectiveness of 
outsourcing inside Ford interior department it is interesting to measure the change 
from initial status to the changed status. The performance measures for the 
research can be categories into the following areas: Relationship, trust, target, 
cost, timing, quality and design effectiveness and efficiency. The end of the 
literature review (2.10) will outline how these areas with their research questions 
have been developed from outsourcing and performance literature. This literature 
overview is followed by the methodology overview.
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1.5 Methodology overview
1.5.1 Overview about the research theory
The underpinning philosophy behind this research and the methodology used to 
conduct the fieldwork is summaries below. Saunders et al. (2003:83) gives an 
overview about the range of research methodology and philosophy: The research 
process 'onion': outer to inner: Research philosophy: Positivism, realism, and 
interpretive, while more branches are added to this area, they are not playing a role 
for this thesis. Research approaches: Deductive and inductive. Research 
strategies: Experiment, survey, case study, grounded theory, ethnography and 
action research. Time horizons: Cross sectional and longitudinal. Data collection 
methods are sampling, secondary data, observation, interviews and 
questionnaires.’ The high lighted points are the relevant points for this research. 
The opinions about the right or wrong research philosophy have been discussed in 
the past, while a common excepted outcome from the discussion is to look at the 
amount and quality of knowledge already existing about the subject to be 
researched. There are three basic research philosophies used for positioning of the 
philosophy used for this thesis: Positivism, realism and interpretivism. The 
literature is indicating that while outsourcing there will be an observable social 
reality, e.g. it will be asked, if the people will have the right level of experience. The 
used philosophy positivism implies that a high amount of rules, laws and findings 
are in the literature. This philosophy is aiming to generate laws, which would be 
seen as provable reality. The literature has shown a high amount of rules, laws 
and findings about the efficiency of outsourcing. In the first step the survey is 
aiming to confirm or reject these laws. Mini case studies will confirm or reject the 
findings of the survey, while further rules and laws are generated during 
comparison of the survey results. These results are not only provable reality, which 
shift the used research philosophy into positivism with a drift to realism. Deductive 
and inductive are the two main approaches possible for research. If little is written 
inside the literature than the inductive approach is taken with for instants action 
research data is generated. This data would become the laws and rules in
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literature. In this thesis lots of data about the effectiveness of outsourcing is 
available, which allows the researcher to generate research questions, which are 
then tested by a survey and two mini cases. This underlines that the deductive 
research approaches is most suitable to be taken for this research using a survey 
and case studies as the research strategies. The mini case studies and the survey 
results are outlined in chapter 1 and 4. The survey is planned on a cross sectional 
basis, because this research is limited in time and will do just one cross sectional 
research. Any further research or action would be part of a next research or 
performance measurement system done longitudinal. There are different data 
collection method available, inductively, qualitative data, or deductively, 
quantitative data. This survey needs for the confirmation of research question 
quantitative data from the sample. The chosen data collection method is an online 
questionnaire. The reliability and validity is discussed in chapter 3.9 showing the 
way of implementation and its limitations.
1.5.2 Overview field work
The aim with the full population was to do a random clustering sample, i.e. the 
group full service suppliers, agencies working for Ford and agencies working for 
full service suppliers are asked. The person having left the company and the Ford 
employees for which the access were denied, where excluded from the sample list 
before. This left 518 persons to be asked, which are all persons from the above 
mentioned list. Nowadays for such survey about 10% replies were expected (Dey, 
1997:216). After 6 reminders the reply level allowed the researcher to enter the 
next phase. The below research questions are developed to test them insides of 
Ford interior department to compare these to the findings in the literature. The data 
collected with the questionnaire will be statistically analyzed to proof or disproof the 
literature. For the area of interest the 20 research questions are developed, which 
can be seen in subchapter 2.10. After the questionnaire is established, it is tested 
as a pilot questionnaire. The purpose of the pilot test is to refine the questionnaire 
so that respondents will have limited problems in answering the questions and 
there will be no problems in recording the data. (Saunders et al., 2003:308)' The
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reflection of the pilot questionnaire was fed back into the final questionnaire. The 
people asked in the pilot questionnaire did express that they were thinking that the 
length of the questionnaire was to long. Therefore it was shorten after the pilot 
questionnaire. The final questionnaire was an anonymous online questionnaire and 
the link was send to the whole sample with six reminders. 518 persons were 
asked, 68 persons replied and finished the questionnaire. The answers are 
handled by the service “survey monkey”, i.e. the data is directly ready to be 
statistically analyzed. In the survey the researcher asked for replies of different 
groups. This will generate means, which have variance amongst each other, so 
that the variance leaves the researcher with a finding for this survey. The research 
question will make a suggestion about the expected variance of the means, which 
is tested with the analysis of variance approach. The next subchapter is outlining 
the result overview of the survey.
1.6 Overview of findings
This subchapter gives an overview about the results shown in detail inside chapter 
4. It starts with a table showing all results. Then the results of the means are 
pointed out followed by the explanation where the survey is indicating a significant 
difference.
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Table 1.6.1: Survey result overview
Q.
No.
Short
Description Mean
Result
Definition
Research
question
confirmed
Difference Engineering 
Service Groups
Difference Job Experience 
Groups
1 Company target clear '3.84 Quite clear No No sig. diff No sig. diff
2 Customer target clear 3.66
Graps
understanding No
AgFord - FSS 
(Clear - Known) No sig. diff
3 Company target met '3.62 Generally met No No sig. diff No sig. diff
4 Customer target met '3.47 Generally met No No sig. diff No sig. diff
5 Experience level 3.59
Between average 
and good No No sig. diff
less 3 - bet. 5&8 
(average - good) 
bet. 3&5 - bet. 5&8 
(average - good)
6 Design meet requirement 3.24
Clearly meeting 
requirement Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
7 Right system filling 3.09 1 Modification No No sig. diff No sig. diff
8 Start efficiency '3.91 Much lower Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
9 Salary 32.77
32.77 Euro average 
payment No
AgFord - FSS 
(25.50Euro - 36.48Euro)
less 3 - bet. 5&8 
(22.63Euro - 37.08Euro) 
less 3 - more 8 
(22.63Euro - 40.56Euro)
10 Money for service 47.87
47.87 Euro average 
payment No No sig. diff No sig. diff
11 Delivered on time 2.94 On time Yes
AgFord - FSS 
(On time/eariier - 
a little bit late) No sig. diff
12 Complain handling on time 2.68
Between too late 
and on time No No sig. diff No sig. diff
13 Relationship to Ford 2.70 Towards good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) No sig. diff
14 Relationship to FSS '3.13 Good Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
15 Relationship to AgFord 2.72 Towards good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) No sig. diff
16 Relationship to AgFss "2.88 Nearly good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
17 Trust to Ford 2.54
Between ok 
and good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) 
AgFord - FSS 
(Good - OK towards good) No sig. diff
18 Trust to FSS '2.78 Towards good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
19 Trust to AgFord 2.58
Between ok 
and good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) 
AgFord - FSS 
(Good - OK towards good) No sig. diff
20 Trust to AgFss 2.54
Between ok 
and good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
* No sig. diff = No significant difference between the groups
Source: Field Study
The table 1.6.1 shows the finding overview of the survey. The result indicates that 
the company target is nearly clear. The customer target is known, but more 
clearness is required. The company as well as the customer target is generally 
met. The experience level of the people is towards good. The survey indicates that 
the design is meeting clearly the requirements. The Ford systems are filled by the 
outsourcing companies, while the survey indicates that there is always one 
modification. The efficiency at the start of the project is a little bit lower compared
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to middle or end of a project. The salary to the individual person is 32.77 Euro per 
hour in average. The payment to the service companies is 47.87 Euro per hour in 
average. The tasks are delivered on time, while complains are handled late to just 
timely. The relationship to Ford is towards good; to full service supplier is good; to 
agencies working for Ford is towards good and to agencies working for Full service 
suppliers is nearly good. The level of trust to Ford and agencies working for Ford is 
between ok and good. For Full service supplier the level of trust is nearly good, 
while the level of trust to Agencies working for Full service suppliers is between ok 
and good. These results were representing the complete sample. The research 
found that there are significant differences in some groups for some research 
question. They are outlined below. The questions not mentioned did not show a 
significant difference. Question 2: For agencies working for Full service supplier the 
target is “clear". In comparison to Full service supplier, where the target is “known”, 
it is indicating that it is less clear for this group. Question 5: The experience level of 
group “less than 3 years” is behind the groups with more than 5 years experience. 
The group “less than 3 years" has an average experience level, while persons with 
more than 5 years experience have a good experience level. Question 9: There is 
also a difference in salary. A significant difference is between Agencies working for 
Ford to Full service supplier, where the Agencies working for Ford have 10.98 Euro 
less hourly payment. The group with less than 3 years experience is behind the 
salary of persons with more than 5 years experience. The persons between 5 and 
8 years experience have 14.45 Euro per hour more, while the groups with more 
than 8 years experience have 17.93 Euro per hour more. Question 11: Agencies 
working for Ford deliver the tasks on time or earlier, while Full service supplier 
deliver a little bit too late. Question 13: In the relationship to Ford, agencies 
working for Full service supplier are judging the relationship as ok, while the 
agencies working for Ford indicate to have a good relationship level to all groups. 
Question 15: In the relationship to agencies working for Ford, agencies working for 
Full service supplier are judging the relationship as ok, while the agencies working 
for Ford indicate to have a good relationship level to all groups. Question 17: In the 
level of trust to Ford, Agencies working for Full service supplier are judging the
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level of trust as ok, while the agencies working for Ford indicate to have a good 
level of trust to all groups. Full service suppliers are judging the level of trust as ok 
towards good, while the Agencies working for Ford indicate to have a good level of 
trust to all groups. Question 19: In the level of trust to Agencies working for Ford, 
agencies working for Full service supplier are judging the level of trust as ok, while 
the agencies working for Ford indicate to have a good level of trust to all groups. 
Full service suppliers are judging the level of trust as ok towards good, while the 
agencies working for Ford indicate to have a good level of trust to all groups.
1.7 Analysis result overview
The following subchapter is showing the analysis of findings in relation to the 
twenty research questions. In this subchapter for each research question, it will be 
shown whether the required levels are confirmed, marked green, or rejected, 
marked red. The procedure is that a table will give an overview about the research 
question, about what is the required value to confirm the research question and the 
value reached in the different area. The first line shows the overall result, i.e. the 
mean for the all replies for these answers. Next to this the engineering service 
groups are listed with Agencies working for Ford (AgFord), Full service supplier 
(FSS) and Agencies working for full service supplier (AgFSS). The next row shows 
the result for the job experience groups: “less than 3 years (< 3 Y)”, “between 3 
and 5 years (3 & 5 Y)”, “between 5 and 8 years (5 & 8 Y)” and “more than 8 years 
(> 8 Y).
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Table 1.7.1: Confirmed or rejected -  Research question overview
No. Research question Required value 
to confirm
Area
1
Is the company target 
clearly defined?
4 = clearly 
defined
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.84 4.11 3.63
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
4.04 I H i ■ ■ ■ I
2
Is the customer target 
clearly defined?
4 = clearly 
defined
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
b b 3.56
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
■ ■ 1 3.90
3
Is the company target 
met? 4 = fully met
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
< 3 Y 3&  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
H H H
4
Is the customer target 
met? 4 = fully met
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
| ^ B m i
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
I H ^ H ■ 1 H i
5
Is the actual 
experience matching 
the level of expected / 
required experience?
4 = Good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.59 B i l l
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
3.36 3.10 4.14 3.74
6
Does the design meet 
the requirements?
3 = meeting 
the
requirements
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.24 3.25 3.20 3.29
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
3.32 3.29 3.50 2.85
7
Are the systems filled 
first time right all the 
time?
1 = always 
right
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
H H ■ H H H 3.58
8
What is the efficiency 
at the start versus the 
end of a project?
3 = lower
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.91 4.19 3.81 3.44
< 3 Y 3&  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
3.76 3.60 4.14 4.11
9
How much money do 
you get from your 
company?
Ford payment 
29.13 Euro to 
35.69 Euro
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
32.77 25.50 ^^ B
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
22.63 32.86 B wmmm
10
How much money 
does your company 
gets for the service 
you give?
Ford payment 
29.13 Euro to 
35.69 Euro
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
47.87 43.44 50.00 50.71
< 3 Y 3&  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
43.57 40.83 52.27 51.25
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No. Research question
Required value 
to confirm
Area
11
Is the task delivered 
on time?
3 = on time
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
2.94 3.22 H^B 3.00
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
3.08 2.64 3.05
12
Are the customer 
complains handled on 
time?
3 = on time
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
^^B B |
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
2.80 i ^ b ^^B^^B
13
How is your working 
relationship to Ford? 3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
HWHH9 3.10 b h ^ | ^ B
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
2.80 BIB BB
14
How is your working 
relationship to Full 
service supplier?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.13 3.10 3.12 3.29
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
3.06 3.13 3.15 3.20
15
How is your working 
relationship to 
Agencies working for 
Ford?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
3.10 ^^B
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
2.73
16
How is your working 
relationship to 
Agencies working for 
Full service supplier?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
^B^l B H Bi 3.00
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
2.87 2.63 BB 3.00
17
How is your level of 
trust to Ford? 3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
2.54 |BI ^^B
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
^^B b h i b h BH
18
How is your level of 
trust to Full service 
supplier?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFssm 2.70 2.75 3.14
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
BIH 2.50 2.92 2.71
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How is your level of 
trust to Agencies 
working for Ford?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
b h 2.39 B^|
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
2.87 2.38 2.38
20
How is your level of 
trust to Agencies 
working for Full 
service supplier?
3 = good
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
2.54
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
2.73 2.13 2.69 2.43
Source: Field Study
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Next is an overview of found gaps. The below figure including the associated table 
is showing the influence of the different areas to the effectiveness of outsourcing. It 
has two columns with different effectiveness areas, which count towards the 
complete effectiveness value. The left column shows target, design efficiencies, 
quality, salary, timing, relationship, trust and some smaller factors not checked. 
They are adding up to 100% effectiveness in the ideal case. The right column 
shows that there is a gap to the full effectiveness. The amount is represented by 
the block “ineffectiveness”. The fields are adjusted by the figures the survey is 
indication in relation to the research question. For instants the working experience 
research question is asking for a good level. The level good is coded with a 4. The 
other 4 possibilities are coded with the remaining 1 to 5. With a survey result of 
3.59 and the research question asking for a good level representing a 4, then the 
effectiveness level is 3.59 / 4 = 87.75%.
Figure 1.7.1: Overview of comparison real effectiveness (Ford case) and 
theoretical values (Ideal case)
I Ineffectiveness
□ Target 
l Design efficiency
□ Quality 
I Salary
□ Timing
□ Relationship 
I Trust
I Factors not checked
Ideal case Ford case
Source: Field Study
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Table 1.7.2: Percentage split for Figure 1.7.1
[%] Factors not checked Trust Relationship Timing Salary Design efficiency Quality Target Ineffectiveness
Ideal case 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 0
Ford case 12.5 10.6 8.9 10.9 8.5 4.5 12.1 10.4 21.6
Source: Field Study
Outsourcing inside the Ford Interior department is not effective as it could be, 
because in some areas ineffectiveness has been revealed by the survey. The 21.6 
% ineffectiveness is from the following areas: Design efficiency 8%, Salary 4%, 
Relationship 3.6%, Target 2.1%, Trust 1.9%, Timing 1.6% and Quality 0.4%. The 
next subchapter 1.8 will give an overview about the conclusions and 
recommendations.
1.8 Overview of Conclusion and recommendation
This subchapter will outline the contribution to practice, conclusions and 
recommendations. The Student Handbook (2005:15) is defining; “the DBA is 
primarily designed to enable a significant contribution to the enhancement of 
professional practice in the business area through the application and development 
of theoretical framework”. In general it can be said that outsourcing has become a 
common practice of each company. Also common is the need to check that the 
outsourcing is done in an effective way. That could mean that other companies can 
pick out of the searched literature and results their area of interest. This might be 
the starting point for searching for improvement areas. The practical benefit for the 
Ford interior department is that this thesis proves that there is a gap in 
effectiveness and that the result will enable Ford or their suppliers to work on these 
gaps. It could be a benefit for a single company within the Ford Interior department, 
if only this company is taking up the results. An improved outsourcing effectiveness 
established by such a company will be recognised by Ford and will be a 
competitive advantage ideally resulting in staying in business with Ford for a longer 
period or even increasing the market share.
23
Conclusion: The survey results have shown that outsourcing inside the Ford 
Interior department is not effective as it could be, because in some areas 
ineffectiveness is revealed by this survey. The results have been showing that the 
ineffectiveness is adding up to 21.6%. This 21.6 % ineffectiveness is from the 
following areas: Design efficiency 8%, Salary 4%, Relationship 3.6%, Target 2.1%, 
Trust 1.9%, Timing 1.6% and Quality 0.4%. First the area of design efficiency 
shows the biggest value of ineffectiveness. There is always 1 modification needed 
resulting in a perceived efficiency of 45%. At the start of the project the 
effectiveness is even reduced to 36%. That is indicating that experience and 
training is having an effect, so that this area has the highest potential for 
improvement as it can be evaluate whether the personnel has the training or not. 
The salary for the outsourcing companies is higher than the salary for Ford 
employees. While Ford is developing many car lines at the same time, they rather 
focus on other aspects of outsourcing, e.g. work force flexibility in projects to be 
handled. The groups are indicting a relationship to Ford as behind good, to Full 
service supplier as good, Agencies working for Ford and Agencies working for Full 
service supplier as behind good as well. Only the full service supplier relationship 
was seen as good by all groups. Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003: 63) state that 
the target must be clear. It is the starting point of the survey to find out whether 
outsourcing is done effectively inside the Ford interior department. The analysis 
has shown a significant difference in the relationship and trust between the groups 
outlined in chapter 4 and 5. The conclusion here is to identify the differences and 
draw from there the best improvements. The investigation “tasks are delivered on 
time” will show that groups are on time and other not. There is no visible pattern. 
This is underlining the need to find out the reason for this result. The other question 
about timing has shown that all areas have not handled customer complains on 
time. Further investigations will ask the questions why complains are not handled 
on time. The actual working experience of the outsourcing companies, question 
from the quality section, has only shown a good level for the group with 5 to 8 
years job experience. All other areas and groups did fall behind this level.
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Recommendation: The first step should be to secure a clear target setting and the 
communication of this target to identify the areas with ineffectiveness.
ISO/TS 16949 (2009:11) is identifying training as an improvement. For improved 
salary effectiveness the purchasing departments can be asked to negotiate the 
best salary for a clearly defined work and outcome. If the market does not allow the 
negotiating then supporting by training or even forcing to get training might improve 
the value for money area. To improve the relationship and trust might be the most 
difficult task. It will depend much on the people, while communication will be a key 
to it. Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003:67) are claiming: ‘Integrative skills are 
required while outsourcing to re-arrange the way of working, to integrate around 
the activities and to apply quality control.’ Ford has to check that the target and its 
importance have been reached the personnel. Within this measure to proof the 
target being in place, the extent to which this target has been met can be included 
in this measure as well. The field of timing ISO/TS 16949 (2009:15) is pointing out 
that quick customer feedback, including customer complains handling is required. 
This point interacts with the one above where integrative skills will fasten the 
complain handling and it will interact with the next point quality, because less and 
small issues can be quicker solved. To be able to meet the quality that means the 
standards and specification, the personnel needs to get this simultaneously in a 
secured process. ‘Overall the recommendation is that ‘the organization shall 
continually improve the effectiveness of the quality management system through 
the use of the quality policy, quality objectives, audit results, analysis of data, 
corrective and preventive actions and management reviews (ISO/TS 16949, 
2009:33).‘It can be said that this survey is confirming the requirements for and from 
the automotive sector outlined in ISO/TS 16949 (2009). All tools are there and are 
waiting to be adapted. The next chapter is the literature review.
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2 Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
This thesis is researching the effectiveness of outsourcing in the engineering 
service. The research title includes the question for effectiveness and outsourcing. 
Therefore the literature review is divided into a section to discuss the outsourcing 
theory in the literature and in a discussion about performance measurement, which 
is about measurement of effectiveness. The first pages of this chapter will discuss 
the different outsourcing definitions resulting in the working definition of 
outsourcing: When a product or service which was formerly produced in-house is 
now delivered by an external and independent company. The literature indicated 
several reasons for outsourcing outlined in this review. The reason will be ordered 
in 4 categories. The first category is the main reasons applicable for the Ford, i.e. 
the thesis, area. The second category are the main reasons for outsourcing, but 
not especially relevant for Ford. An overview about other less important reasons for 
outsourcing can be divided in the ones applicable for Ford and the not applicable 
ones. This is followed by outlining the advantages and disadvantages of 
outsourcing ordered to focus on how they apply to the situation inside Ford.
The second area of the literature review has a look at effectiveness and the link to 
performance measurement, which is relevant for the survey together with 
outsourcing. The performance and the effectiveness are linked to each other and 
sometimes used in an interchangeable manner. The literature is revealing the 
following working definition of measurement of performance and effectiveness: 
Effectiveness is a relative concept which concerns the extent to which customer 
requirements are met. Performance is effective when output levels are either equal 
to or greater than input levels. The literature reveals also performance 
measurement systems, which might be useful for Ford and the suppliers, because 
they can use these tools for improving and or securing the effectiveness while 
outsourcing. These systems are more telling the situation of measuring on a
26
longitudinal time basis, i.e. measuring ones as in this survey, adjusting the actions 
and then redo the measuring maybe inside the next research. This adjustments 
and loops are not planned in this thesis, because it goes over the limit of this 
research, but they are outlined, because it would be needed to control and secure 
the improvements. The next question to check in the literature is: What to measure 
to evaluate effectiveness and performance? In the early state of performance 
measurements the main tools where to measure the financial data, but now and for 
this thesis the focus has been shifted to non financial measures. The survey 
questions, which are developed from the literature, are used to find out the current, 
i.e. at that time, status of outsourcing performance/ effectiveness in the interior 
department of Ford. They further will look for areas in which Ford and their 
suppliers will be able to make improvements. The literature was checked to find the 
requirements for measuring the performance. Most of the found requirements are 
suitable for the long term performance measurement systems, but out of this list of 
requirements a reduced applicable list is generated for the cross sectional 
investigation to be done with this survey. To measure the effectiveness of 
outsourcing inside Ford interior department, it is interesting to measure the change 
from initial status to the target, quality, design effectiveness and efficiency, cost, 
timing and relationship.
2.2 Outsourcing definition
Inside the literature different definition of outsourcing are shown. The below text 
will point out the common and the extra ordinary definitions. This subchapter will 
end up with a working definition for outsourcing. The following diagram shows the 
common definitions and the extra ordinary ones, which are more specific or 
special.
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Figure 2.2.1: Common and special definitions of outsourcing
Source: Current study
As the basic definition of outsourcing the author agrees with Gilley and Rasheed 
(2000:764): ‘Generally, the definition of outsourcing used in studies of the subject 
is so broad that it includes virtually any good or service that an organization 
procures from outside firms (Kotabe, 1992:103).’ Kishore, Rao et al. (2003:87) 
describe the outsourcing of IT service to be given to an external service provider 
and repeats that the outsourcing is a service given from an external supplier. This 
definition about a service supplier is repeated by Gilley and Rasheed (2000:764). 
This view is as well supported by Handy (1989, pp. 90-115). His shamrock divides 
the workforce of a company into internal professionals, the workers and the 
outsourced tasks/ services. With this definition he indicates indirectly that 
outsourcing comes from another company. Lei and Hitt (1995:836) follow this with 
their definition:' The reliance on external sources for manufacturing 
components...’. The second part of the quote...’ and other value-adding activities', 
is an extra or special claim which is not repeated by other authors. Jenster and
28
Pedersen (2000:147) are defining outsourcing as change from doing the task 
internally into doing the task externally and therefore are also making the point that 
the task is given outside. Seuring (2003:1307) is repeating that outsourcing is to 
give the service or product to an outside supplier, but he is reinforcing that this is 
done by a contract. He says:1 Outsourcing can be defined as a contractual 
agreement between the customer and one or more suppliers to provide services or 
processes, that the customer is currently producing internally (Efling and Baven, 
1994:42).' The contract is a new aspect of the definition. As it is rare to have any 
interaction in which a product or service is given to a company without a contract, 
i.e. to have a contract is common practice. Therefore this is seen as special to the 
outsourcing definition and not included in it.
'Loh and Venkatraman defined outsourcing as "the significant contribution by 
external vendors in the physical and/or human resources associated with the entire 
or specific components of the IT infrastructure in the user organization" (1992: 9). 
The main theme is repeated. The task is purchased from outside the company.
The authors mention a significant contribution is necessary, but this claim will be 
difficult to proof and outsourcing will have facets in which it is clear that it is not 
significant, e.g. the cleaning of buildings. Therefore the significant distribution is not 
taken into account for the basic definition. Alternatively, outsourcing has been 
defined as 'products supplied to the multinational firm by independent suppliers 
from around the world’ and ‘the extent of components and finished products 
supplied to the firm by independent suppliers’ (Kotabe, 1992:103). This definition 
follows again the point that a company takes the service or product from an 
outside/ external company. They stretch the point that the supplier should be 
independent, which is also difficult to define, but an important point, because a 
dependent supplier is more like an internal department in an external environment. 
Kotabe’s aspect of multinational and around the world does not play a role inside 
the definition of outsourcing, because the company can be from the same country 
or abroad and in both cases the definition of outsourcing does not change. 
Franceschini, Galetto et al. (2003:246) defines outsourcing as: ‘Outsourcing (from
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“out” “source”, i.e. external source) is a management approach that allows 
delegating to an external agent operational responsibility for processes or services 
previously delivered by an enterprise. It can be defined as ‘. . .  the purchase of a 
good or a service that was previously provided internally (Swink, 1999; Smith et al., 
1996; Lankford and Parsa, 1999; Elmuti and Kathawala, 2000)’ (Franceschini et al. 
(2003:246). Strategic outsourcing is ‘when companies outsource everything except 
those special activities in which they could achieve a unique competitive edge’ 
(Quinn and Hilmer, 1994:48). This explanation follows the former main route. It is a 
product or service formally done in-house and now by an outside company. The 
extra or special aspect of the definition is that the company is keeping the most 
important tasks and products in house and the others are given to an external/ 
outside company. The following definition of Wu, Li et al. (2005:2523) is going into 
the same direction, defined as: ...'some modules and components are directly 
outsourced to suppliers for manufacturing with the core company performing the 
final leg of manufacturing by collecting and assembling all these product modules.' 
The definition says that it gives products to outside suppliers and keeps the 
manufacturing lead.
The different outsourcing definitions have in common that all companies get 
service or product from an outside company. Many definitions define that these 
task were formerly inside the company. The point that the supplier should be 
independent is a valid claim otherwise they can be seen as an internal supplier. 
About what to outsource there are controversial points. One requires significant 
contribution from the outsourced supplier and the other claims to keep the main/ 
core task in house. For this thesis there is a wide range of tasks given to the 
service providers, e.g. a lower important task is the arrangement of meetings, while 
a high important task is to get the responsibility to search and decide on 
innovations to be included into the product. This controversial facts/ position results 
in proofing that it, keeping the core in house, does not play a role in the definition of 
outsourcing for this thesis. The claims, outsourcing is based on a contract and the 
claim that it is done by a multinational company, are special ways of definitions,
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which are not overall applicable for this thesis and for the basic definition as well. 
For this research the working definition of outsourcing is: When a product or 
service which was formerly produced in-house is now delivered by an external and 
independent company. The next chapter will give an overview about the reasons 
for outsourcing.
2.3 The reason for outsourcing
The working definition of outsourcing developed in the former chapter does not 
answer why companies in specific Ford are outsourcing, therefore the literature 
has been checked. It indicated several reasons for outsourcing. The reasons are 
summaries and ordered in 4 categories. The first category is the main reasons for 
outsourcing applicable for the Ford interior department, i.e. for the thesis. The 
second category is the main reason for outsourcing, but not relevant for the Ford 
interior department. The categories 3 and 4 are about the other less important 
reason for outsourcing, which can be divided in the ones applicable for the Ford 
interior department and the others. The researcher assumes that the number of 
repeated mentioning in the literature is an indication about the importance as 
outsourcing reason resulting in the following figure:
Figure 2.3.1: Categories of outsourcing reasons
Important
outsourcing
reason
Less
Important
outsoucing
reason
Source: Current study
Applicable for Ford Intenor Department_________ Not applicable for Ford Interior Department
+ Cost reduction
+ Access to new skills and knowledge 
+ Access to new technology 
+ Higher operational flexibility and effectiveness 
+ Reduce fixed staff 
+ Reduce capital cost 
+ Moving up the value chain 
+ Improve timing 
+ Improve market status
+ Core competence concentration
+ Brand enhancement
+ Outsourcing can create greater value added 
+ To have lower risk
+ Outsourcing is done to improve the service quality 
+ Increased investment in technology 
+ Enhance capabilitiy for change 
+ Motivate staff and management 
+ Reduces inadequate staff 
+ Increase the employees performance 
+ Effective use of in-house staff 
+ Opportunity gain
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Category 1: A main outsourcing reason is the cost reduction for the outsourcing 
company. This is supported by Hermes and Schwarz (2005:20) who define it as a 
primer target. Thouin et al. (2009:463) say that ...’outsourcing IT can reduce its 
overall cost to the firm.’ Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2002:192, 2005:193) are 
more specific. For them outsourcing is reducing the transaction and production 
cost. Anon (2000:710) and Hodel et al. (2006:212) see cost reduction as a reason 
for outsourcing. Harrison (2004:43) sees an obvious cost benefit in the supplier 
wage rates being often less than those at the own company. According to the 
outsourcing institute mentioned in Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:112), on average, 
companies are realizing a 9 percent cost saving. Quinn (1999:10), Gilley and 
Rasheed (2000:765) are formulating the advantage for outsourcing as an improved 
financial performance. The following authors combine the cost advantage with a 
base improved production and business performance. Jae-Nam (2006:2) says 
that...’ motivations of Information Technology (IT) outsourcing are evolving from a 
primary focus on cost reduction to an emerging emphasis on improving business 
performance.’ Franceschini, Galetto et al. (2003:246) indicates that two of the most 
important drivers for outsourcing choices are cost efficiency and production 
reorganization. While Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2001:407) state that 
...’outsourcing have produced ‘leaner’ organizations that are considered more cost 
effective...’ Wernle (2000:3) is mentioning that Ford wants to cut costs in Europe 
by outsourcing more components. The payment for a Ford employee, visible in the 
union table (Industrie Gewerkschaft Metall, 2008), is higher than for a GA 
outsourced person - see Appendix A. In addition Ford has to pay the social 
payments, which adds 30% to listed salary, and Ford has to allow for 6 weeks of 
vacations. This is one example of Ford reducing the cost by outsourcing. Firms are 
expecting that due to outsourcing they have access to new skills and knowledge. 
For this outsourcing reason the claims in literature are very similar. Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2001:411, 2002:192) are claiming that the reason behind outsourcing 
is to have access to new skills. Lacity et al. (2009:134), Choi et al. (2009:90) and 
Hodel et al. (2006:212) are extending the definition to have access to expert skills 
and to new methods. To this statement Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2005:193),
32
Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119) and Anon (2000:710) are not differ in a manner 
worth mentioning. Only Harrison (2004:43) is describing this outsourcing reason as 
looking for enhanced capabilities by suppliers. This outsourcing reason might be 
especially applicable for the Ford case for the area of full service supplier, because 
they are asked to present the latest technologies available in their field of 
expertise. The companies outsourcing have higher operational flexibility and 
effectiveness (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2001:411). This is repeated by other 
authors in a similar way. Quinn (1999:10) and Hodel et al. (2006:173) are using the 
wording more flexibility, while Anon (2000:710) is using the wording greater 
flexibility. Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119) are seeing the cost reduction reason 
replaced, amongst others, by the flexibility reason. In 2002 (p.192) Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse were declaring an outsourcing reason as an enhanced capability for 
change. This reason applies to Ford. Ford’s policy is to be able to determine all 
contracts with their suppliers to remain the flexibility. Ford is asking to suppliers to 
be able to be cancelled their contracts at any time (Armstrong 2004:1). A common 
practice of Ford is that they do not add any hour after the budget has run out. That 
means, if in October the hours for the current year are used then the contractors 
have to stay home until the new budget is available in January or even February. 
With fixed Ford staff this flexibility would not exist.
A number of authors write that the reason for outsourcing is the access to new 
technology (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2001:411, 2002:182). Elmuti and 
Kathawala (2000:119) add to this statement that the reason “access to new 
technology” has been recently (2000) set in place. Innovation is the word used for 
this outsourcing reason by Quinn (1999:16) and Lacity et al. (2009:134). Looking 
for access to new technology is described by Choudhury and Sabherwal 
(2003:300) as developing systems, by Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2005:193) as 
application development and by Anon (2000:710) as a cumulative production 
experience. Ettlie and Pavlou (2006:138) are reporting that Ford looks also for new 
technology, while outsourcing. It can be observed that Ford gets the same 
suppliers as the competition to be able to get the same features into a Ford
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vehicle. If the company is outsourcing tasks, the fixed staff can be reduced (Choi et 
al., 2009:90). Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2005:193) describe it as the transfer of 
staff to supplier, while Lacity et al. (2009:134), Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2001:411, 2002:192) see the outsourcing reason as an improved head count.
Ford had in 2007 a campaign to reduce people working directly with Ford and on 
the same hand they were increasing the number of outsourcing support to handle 
the development. Another reason for outsourcing is that it will reduce capital cost 
(Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2002:192). In 2005 these authors formulate it as 
capital availability. Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119) see that responsibilities are 
taken to the outsourcing provider, who takes part in the business investment, which 
generates more cash for the outsourcing company (Lacity et al., 2009:134). Neely, 
Gregory et al. (1995:88) describes that the investment for development is made up 
to three years before the money is paid back during the cars are built and sold. In 
Ford, the Full service suppliers are financing this development cost and get it back 
during the selling of their products as an add on to the piece price. Quinn (1999:10) 
sees this as well as an advantage: ‘ServiceMaster can maintain certain equipment 
specialties with such lower cost and higher quality than its clients that it often is 
willing to co-invest with them to lower their investment costs as well.’ Moving up the 
value chain or extending the tasks under control by the company, but conducted by 
an outside supplier is another reason for outsourcing (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 
2002:192). In 2001 these authors were formulating it as growing in house 
expertise, while in 2005 they used the term “is enhancing vertically integrated 
configuration”. For instance Ford does not produce fasteners, nuts, bolts and 
screws. This is left to a full service supplier. Improve timing is an outsourcing 
reason (Choudhury and Sabherwal, 2003:300). On short term additional human 
resource can be added to the task and the task can be finished earlier. This is in 
line with Lacity et al. (2009:134) indication that a motivation for outsourcing is rapid 
delivery. At Ford development project timings are fixed. In Ford the outsourcing is 
needed to keep the timing or to ketch up delays. Another outsourcing reason is to 
improve the time to market (Hodel at al., 2006:212). The improved market status is 
the last on the list of outsourcing reason important to Ford.
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Figure 2.3.2: Shows the European car market demand and saturation
Million vehicle registration EU15 + EFTA
Source: ACEA(2010)
The above figure and a summary of reasons already discussed are leading to an 
improved market status. This table is showing the number of cars sold in Europe 
(EU15 + EFTA). From the table it can be argued that the demand curve is going 
flat and with the crisis down. That means that the competition in Europe is 
increasing. Ford can reduce the fixed staff to reduce fixed cost. This cost 
advantage could be given to the end customer to attract buying Ford’s. Employing 
persons when they are needed and release them after the task is giving Ford an 
operational flexibility. For the investment area can be said that the supplier is 
covering investments, which frees money for other operations and reduces the bill 
for lending money from the bank. New feature and innovation inside the new cars 
are major selling reasons. For the lowest possible cost the innovation and the new 
features need to be added. This requires new skills, new knowledge and new 
technology, which is available from the outsourced supplier. These points are 
matching the reason for outsourcing pointed out by Elmuti and Kathawala 
(2000:119) and Lacity et al. (2009:134). They say that a reason for outsourcing is 
to improve market status.
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Category 2: The next definition and explanation of reasons for outsourcing are 
applicable to the Ford interior department, but they are less important. Kakabadse 
and Kakabadse (2001:411) are seeing brand enhancement as a reason for 
outsourcing. This is linked to improved market share and therefore applicable, 
because the automotive manufacturers are trying to position strong brands and 
keep or better increase the market share. The definition of the brand is a task not 
outsourced by Ford. The supplier is influencing it with ideas, technology and 
innovation, but here Ford is not using this reason for outsourcing. Outsourcing can 
create greater value added (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2001:411). Anon 
(2000:710), Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2005:185) are arguing specific that 
redirecting skills are adding value to the company. Hodel et al. (2006:217) see that 
fresh ideas and thoughts are generating benefits while outsourcing. In the IT field 
Jae-Nam (2006:5) is mentioning an increased value in the corporate objectives 
based on outsourcing. For the Ford interior department it can be said that the 
agencies working for Ford, Full service supplier or Agencies working for full service 
supplier replacing jobs and task done in the way as Ford would do them. This claim 
is applicable in the way that the manufacturing supplier, Full service supplier, has 
production process, which are new and therefore adding value to Ford. To have 
lower risk as mentioned by Quinn (1999:10) is linked to cost reduction, reduced 
capital and reduced staff and therefore applicable to Ford. Whereas it is not a main 
reason for Ford, because the main risks of Ford is the design of the car and the 
risk is that no one would like to buy the cars. This development is in the 
responsibility of Ford, “to reduce risk” is therefore not a main outsourcing reason.
Category 3 is discussing the important outsourcing reasons, which are not the 
reason of Ford to outsource. Bounfour (1999:135) is quoting Quinn and Hilmer 
(1994:46). They explaining that for a number of ...’ authors, the core competence 
to be internalized are skill or knowledge assets, not products or functions; limited in 
numbers; unique sources of value; areas where the company can ensure 
leadership; elements of importance to clients in the long term; and embedded in 
the organization’s systems.’ While focusing on this core competencies, the other
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tasks are outsourced according to Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2000:108, 
2001:411, 2002:196, 2005:184). Ahmed (2006:449) says that ‘one of the major 
advantages of outsourcing is that the companies can focus on their core 
competencies.’ Lacity et al. (2009:134), Hodel et al. (2006:173), Gilley and 
Rasheed (2000:765) repeat the statement in the same way. Focusing on the core 
competencies and outsource the less important task is again repeated by Seuring 
(2003:1307) as an outsourcing reason. Ford interior department is not 
concentrating on its core competencies and therefore is not giving only the less 
important task to an outside supplier. In the case of Ford they are integrating the 
outside supplier and let them do core task, e.g. they are responsible for introducing 
main innovations to attract the final customers.
Category 4: The fourth area of reasons for outsourcing is handling the less 
important reasons, which are also not applicable for Ford. Outsourcing is done to 
improve the service quality (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2001:411, 2002:196). The 
authors describe that for a range of task outsourcing companies will be able to do 
the service better, e.g. the operation of a canteen by a professional catering 
service. Hodel et al. (2006:212), Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119) are more 
general, while saying that the reason for outsourcing is quality improvements. The 
first main point is not applicable for the Ford interior department, because the 
department does not give service in the classical sense and whether outsourcing is 
giving a better quality is part of the research questions. Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2001:411) and Lacity et al. (2009:134) claim that another reason for outsourcing is 
the increased investment in technology. While outsourcing a higher level of 
technology is used. In the Ford interior department the Ford systems for 
development are used by Ford and by the outsourcing company. Therefore there is 
no increase in development technology in this case. Ford is fixed in their 
procedures or deciding on the change themselves. So that the reason for 
outsourcing “enhance capability/ or change” mentioned by Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2001:407, 2005:193) and Hodel et al. (2006:212) is not applicable for 
this thesis. Motivating staff and management and therefore increasing the
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employees’ performance is a reason to transfer a task outside (Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2001:411) and Hodel et al. (2006:212)). This step is seen as starting a 
performance competition with the outside company. Ford and all outsourcing 
companies have there own system to handle motivation and performance. A 
competition in performance cannot be observed between Ford and the supplier, 
therefore this is not an applicable reason for outsourcing. Linked to the core 
activities are the opportunity gains mentioned as outsourcing reason by Kakabadse 
and Kakabadse (2001:411). If a company concentrate on the core activity and 
outsource all the rest, they could have more time to add another core activity 
project and have opportunity gains. As outlined in the former text Ford is not 
concentrating on the core. It also passes theses competencies to an outside 
company. The literature was checked to find answers to the questions: Which 
percentage of cars does Ford build? Why is Ford outsourcing in this area? What is 
driving it? What does Ford get out from outsourcing? -  Targets, Objectives, Aims, 
etc. What are the values of market shares (saturation), variation, sales, head 
count, flexibility, innovation, cost reduction, new entry, market maturity, cost for 
value added, etc? But the accessible literature did not reveal the answers to these 
questions and therefore not reveal the specific reason for outsourcing for Ford. The 
found general reasons for outsourcing leave the author to assume that they are not 
far away from Ford’s reasons to outsource. This assumption will be proven or 
disproved by the survey. The next chapter is discussing the advantages and 
disadvantages of outsourcing.
2.4 Advantages and disadvantages of outsourcing
In this chapter the advantages and disadvantages are discussed with the focus on 
how it does apply to the situation inside Ford. The chapter will start with a 
comparison table on the next page. This is followed by looking at the advantages 
and disadvantages individually.
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Figure 2.4.1: Advantage and disadvantage of outsourcing in the Ford Interior 
department
_________________ Advantage__________________________________Disadvantage________
+ Cost reduction
+ Access to new skills and knowledge 
+ Access to new technology 
+ Higher operational flexibility and effectiveness 
+ Reduce fixed staff 
+ Reduce capital cost 
+ Moving up the value chain 
+ Improve timing 
+ Improve market status 
+ Brand enhancement
+ Outsourcing can create greater value added 
+ To have lower risk
- Needs clear definition of process and structure
- Highly depending on the vendor
- Loss of skills and corporate memory
- Failing to deliver the promised goods and services
- High cost for outsourcing communication and 
outsourcing relationship
- Access to critical production knowledge
- Emphasis on short term benefits
- Reduce the motivation for new technological 
break through.
- Fear of lossing job and fear of change
- Decline in the morale and performance of the 
remaining employees
Source: Current study
Advantages for the Ford Interior department -
Ahmed (2006:449), Jenster and Pedersen (2000:148) are indicating that in general 
advantages of outsourcing are that outsourcing offers at least one of the following 
benefits: staff available, special expertise or low price. This is a very general 
definition of the advantages of outsourcing. It is applicable for the interior 
department of Ford. They need additional personal to do all the development for 
the different carline. Ford needs the expertise of the full service suppliers,
Agencies working for Ford, Agencies working Full service supplier and Ford is 
sometimes paying less per hour to the outsourcing companies compared to the 
internal employees. As already outlined in the former chapter, the payment for a 
Ford employee is sometimes higher than for a GA outsourced person. Companies 
are expecting that due to outsourcing they have access to new skills and 
knowledge, reflecting this to the Ford interior department, this is especially the 
case for the area of full service suppliers, because the full service supplier are 
asked to present the latest technologies available in their field of expertise. Ettlie 
and Pavlou (2006:138) are reporting as well that Ford looks for new technology, 
while outsourcing. The outsourcing companies have higher operational flexibility
39
and effectiveness, because if they need help for certain services or tasks, they give 
the additional work to an outside company, while at low level of work load contracts 
are finished. This is a main advantage for Ford, because they want to be able to 
determine all contracts with their suppliers to remain the flexibility, e.g. they 
interrupt outsourcing contracts from October until February. If the company is 
outsourcing tasks, the fixed staff can be reduced. Ford had in 2007 a campaign to 
reduce people working directly for Ford and on the same hand they were 
increasing the number of outsourcing support to handle the development. Another 
advantage for outsourcing is that it will reduce capital cost. For instants Neely, 
Gregory et al. (1995:88) describes that the investment for development is made up 
to three years before the money is paid back during the cars are built and sold. The 
Full Service suppliers are financing this development cost and get it back during 
the selling of their products as an add on to the piece price. Quinn (1999:10) 
supports “the reduced capital” advantage already outlined in the outsourcing 
reason subchapter. Moving up the value chain or extending the tasks under control 
by the company, but conducted by an outside supplier is another advantage of 
outsourcing. For instance Ford does not produce fasteners, nuts, bolts and screws. 
This is left to a full service supplier, while Ford is deciding on the design, form and 
specification. Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119) see the advantage that while 
outsourcing market status is improved. For Ford the improvement of the market 
status is generated by being able to use the innovations generated by the 
suppliers. Another reason is that with the outsourcing workforce the number of 
different car variants can be increased, that means Ford can cover all needed car 
types of the market, e.g. by a higher variance in different car types. Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2001:411) are seeing brand enhancement as an advantage for 
outsourcing. This is linked to improved market share, because the automotive 
manufacturers are trying to position strong brands and keep or increase the market 
share. Improve timing is in general an outsourcing advantage (Choudhury and 
Sabherwal (2003:300) and Hodel at al. (2006:212). On short term additional human 
resource can be added to the task and while at Ford development project times are 
fixed, some times the outsourcing is needed to keep the timing or ketch up delays.
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Another advantage of outsourcing is that it can create greater value added, it is 
applicable in the way that the manufacturing supplier, Full service supplier, might 
have production process, which is adding value for Ford. To have lower risk is 
mentioned by Quinn (1999:10) as a cost reduction advantage. It is linked to cost 
reduction, reduced capital and reduced staff and therefore applicable to Ford. 
Outsourcing is lowering the financial risk of Ford. Whereas it is not a main 
advantage for Ford, because the main risk of Ford is the design of the car and that 
people would not like to buy the cars. This risk is not reduced while outsourcing, 
because Ford is leading the design.
Disadvantage for the Ford Interior department
The below points were mentioned in the literature as the main disadvantages for 
outsourcing. Hodel et al. (2006:212) state that without clear definition of process 
and structure of outsourcing the risk of inefficiencies is high. Inside the Ford interior 
department can be observed that new suppliers are having difficulties at the 
beginning, which might results from the learning curve for process and structure. 
The outsourcing company is highly depending on the vendor (Hodel et al. 
(2006:212). Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2000:110) are even arguing the 
contracted companies could be hollowing out the outsourcing company, i.e. the 
substance of the outsourcing company gets lost. The company might lose their 
innovative capabilities (Wu, Li et al. (2005:2516) and Hodel et al. (2006:214)). 
Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2000:110) are talking about a loss of skills and 
corporate memory. And Ford (1998:126) talks about a lost of knowledge. In some 
of the Ford departments, e.g. overhead systems, the development team is mainly 
outsourced, which could result in the loss of the expertise, if for instance the 
outsourcing is stopped due to the financial crisis or an alternative change back to 
an in-house strategy. Anon (2000:714), Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2002:196) are 
claiming that the contracted companies are failing to deliver the promised goods 
and services. This issue could have been generated at the beginning of the 
outsourcing process. It could have been a poor choice of outsourcing partners 
(Elmuti and Kathawala 2000:125). That is an issue for Ford as well. They want to
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do more task in-house again, because the suppliers do not deliver the required 
quality (Murphy, 2003:29). To control and keep a good communication to the 
supplier can end up with a high cost for outsourcing and outsourcing relationship 
(Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:125). Ford has its own controller belonging to the 
purchasing department and is called supplier technical assistance (STA). Each 
plant and project has a person responsible to keep up the required standard and 
communication. The suppliers will get access to critical production knowledge (Wu, 
Li et al. (2005:2516), Ettlie and Pavlou (2006:138)). Hodel et al. (2006:212) argue 
that this makes the supplier competitive against the outsourcing company, which 
can result in a loss of business for the outsourcing company. Problems can arise 
regarding confidentiality, security and time schedules (Hodel et al. (2006:212), 
Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:125)). The amount of information and knowledge 
finding the way from the Ford interior department to any competitor is difficult to 
judge, but they have been cases that people which have left they position had 
passed secrets about their former job. The outsourcing to another company might 
reduce the motivation for new internal technological breakthrough (Wu, Li et al. 
(2005:2516), Gilley and Rasheed (2000:763)). This describes the disadvantage 
that the Ford employees might be expecting that innovation has to come from the 
engineering service and not from them. There might be an over emphasis on short 
term benefits losing an eye on the fear of job loss and fear of change and in the 
possibility in a decline in the morale and performance of the remaining employees 
(Elmuti and Kathawala 2000:125)’. That could be a disadvantage, which the Ford 
employees are facing in the crises end of 2008 and start of 2009. In 2007 a 
reduction of employees on voluntary basis has been having so many people willing 
to leave the company on early retirement that the fear was not there or very low. 
But with finance crises started in the end of 2008 resulting in the threat of reduced 
car sales, the Ford strategy could be to outsource more and to set free Ford 
employees. This insecure future is increasing the fears. Now the second area of 
the literature review has a look at effectiveness and the link to performance 
measurement, which is aside the outsourcing theme relevant for the questions for 
the survey.
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2.5 Definition of effectiveness and link to performance measure
The main questions of this thesis are how effective the different ways of 
outsourcing are for Ford. In the first part we looked at the outsourcing part of the 
research question. Now the focus is on effectiveness. This subchapter gives an 
overview about available definitions of measurement for performance and 
effectiveness. The two later words are linked to each other and sometimes used in 
an interchangeable manner. The chapter will end with a working definition of 
measurement of performance and effectiveness.
Figure 2.5.1: Definition of effectiveness
How economically is the service done for 
the customer, i.e the outsourcing company?
erformance
leasurement
Extern customer 
requirements are met
Input Output
Effectiveness is releative,
i.e. the input is less or equal 
than the output.
Source: Current study based on Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:80) and Ruch (1982)
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The first part of above figure 2.5.1 explains the relation of effectiveness, efficiency 
and performance measures to each other. The second part lies out that it is 
relative. For the first part Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:80) defines: ‘Effectiveness 
refers to the extent to which customer requirements are met, while efficiency is a 
measure of how economically the firm's resources are utilized when providing a 
given level of customer satisfaction. The efficiency measure is internal, i.e. inside 
the service company. This is an important point because it not only identifies two 
fundamental dimensions of performance, but also highlights the fact that there can 
be internal as well as external reasons for pursuing specific courses of action 
(Slack, 1991)... Performance measurement can be defined as the process of 
quantifying the efficiency and effectiveness of action.’ Effectiveness is relative and 
discussed in the next sentences as ‘Ruch (1982) has pointed out that higher 
productivity (effectiveness) can be achieved in a number of ways, including: 
Increasing the level of output faster than that of the input (managed growth); 
Producing more output with the same level of input (working smarter); Producing 
more output with a reduced level of input (the ideal); Maintaining the level of output 
while reducing the input (greater efficiency); Decreasing the level of output, but 
decreasing the level of input more (managed decline).’ (Neely, Gregory et al. 
1995:91) Also Lebas and Euske (2002:76) are arguing that performance is only 
relative. Performance measures and the underlying performance must be qualified 
as good or bad. No signal of performance is intrinsically either. There must always 
be a comparison to qualify the performance. The literature shows in addition the 
following definitions. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:96) are citing: ‘Fitzgerald et al. 
(1991) suggest that there are two basic types of performance measure in any 
organization - those that relate to results (competitiveness, financial performance), 
and those that focus on the determinants of the results (quality, flexibility, resource 
utilization and innovation).’ Bititci et al. (2002:176) indicates that... 'Performance 
measures were required for the following purposes: to monitor and control; to drive 
improvement; to maximize the effectiveness of the improvement effort; to achieve 
alignment with organizational goals and objectives; to reward and discipline (to a 
lesser extent).’ Spitzer (2007, pp.15-20) is stating that performance measurement
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is increasing the visibility performance; focusing attention; clarifying expectations; 
enables accountability; increases objectivity; provides the basis for goal-setting; 
improves execution; promotes consistency; facilities feedback; increases 
alignment; improves decision making; improves problem solving; provides early 
warning signals; enhances understanding; enables prediction and motivates. 'A 
PMS (Performance measurement system) is a balanced 1 and dynamic 2 systems 
that are able to support the decision-making process by gathering, elaborating and 
analysing information (Neely et al.2002).’ (Garengo, Nudurupati et al., 2007:678) 
These quotes are indicating several reasons for performance measures, which are 
in addition to the core definition of performance/ effectiveness measure. The 
working definition of performance and effectiveness measurement is: Effectiveness 
is a relative concept which concerns the extent to which customer requirements 
are met. Performance is effective when output levels are either equal to or greater 
than input levels.
2.6 Overview performance measurement systems
This chapter gives an overview about the different performance measurement 
systems and methods. These findings from the literature are not directly influencing 
the research and the questions for the questionnaire, because the survey will be an 
online questionnaire collecting data on a cross sectional basis. For the long term 
usage of the findings of the thesis, it will be helpful for giving a hint about which 
performance measurement system Ford and the suppliers could be using as an 
useful tool for improving and or securing the effectiveness while outsourcing: “The 
most significant criticism of the traditional PMS's (Performance measurement 
system) is the fact that they focus on financial measures. In fact, all the models 
developed after the mid-1980s are more balanced. However, scholars take 
different approaches to balance: Keegan et ai.{ 1989) write about the balance 
between internal and external measures; Lynch and Cross (1991) propose 
balancing measures related to all the different organizational levels; Fitzgerald et 
al. (1991) pay attention to the results-determinants relationship; and Kaplan and
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Norton (1993:136) propose balancing four different perspectives based on both the 
nature of the measures (financial and non-financial) and the object of the measures 
(internal and external).” (Garengo, Biazzo et al., 2005:32) Garengo, Biazzo et al. 
(2005:36) are giving an overview about the 8 different performance measurement 
methods: ”...
• Performance Measurement Matrix (Keegan et al. 1989). This model helps a 
company define its strategic objectives and translate these objectives into 
performance measures using a hierarchical and integrated approach. A two-by-two 
matrix combines cost and non-cost perspectives with external and internal 
perspectives. It is a balanced model, and it is cited in the literature for its simplicity 
and flexibility. However, this simplicity is sometimes criticized, because it does not 
consider some perspectives and relationships that are made explicit in other 
models such as the Balanced Scorecard (Neely et al. 1995, 2000).
• Performance Pyramid System (Lynch and Cross 1991). This model is a pyramid 
built on four levels, showing the links between corporate strategy, strategic 
business units and operations. The strategic objectives (on the top level) are 
translated from the company vision using a top down process. The model is 
balanced: it measures stakeholder satisfaction (e.g. customer satisfaction, quality, 
delivery) and operational activity (e.g. productivity, lead time, etc.). This model 
supports both the definition of the relationship between the different indicators and 
the management process.
• Performance Measurement System for Service Industries (Fitzgerald et al. 1991) 
also called the Results and Determinants Framework because of its particular 
attention to the relationship between results and determinants. In particular, this 
model focuses on six dimensions divided into results (competitiveness, financial 
performance) and determinants of these results (quality of service, flexibility, 
resource utilization and innovation). It underlines the importance of carefully 
defining the performance indicators needed to achieve the performance objective. 
This model introduces a close link between PMS (Performance measurement 
system), strategy and competitiveness. It was developed only for service 
companies. The authors divided these companies into three types: professional
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services, service shops and mass service. Each type has specific characteristics 
that influence how performance is measured (performance variability, intangibility, 
production and contextual supply, etc.).
• Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton 1992, 1996). This is the most popular 
model both in the literature and in practice. It aims to provide management with 
balanced measures based on four perspectives. The first one is the Financial 
Perspective, i.e. the company’s ability to make profits (e.g. return on capital, cash 
flow, profitability). The second one is the Customer Perspective, which is evaluated 
using direct and indirect measures. Direct measures involve surveying customers 
and gathering their opinions regarding topics such as company image, customer 
perception or product/service customer satisfaction. When indirect measures are 
used, the customers are analysed but not directly involved in the analysis process 
(e.g. market share, customer retention). The third perspective is the Internal 
Performance Pyramid System (Lynch and Cross 1991). This model is a pyramid 
built on four levels, showing the links between corporate strategy, strategic 
business units and operations. The strategic objectives (on the top level) are 
translated from the company vision using a top down process. The model is 
balanced: it measures stakeholder satisfaction (e.g. customer satisfaction, quality, 
delivery) and operational activity (e.g. productivity, lead time, etc.). This model 
supports both the definition of the relationship between the different indicators and 
the management process.
• Integrated Performance Measurement System (Bititci et al. 2002:174). The 
authors defined the integrated performance Measurement System (IPMS) as ‘the 
information system which enables the performance management process to 
function effectively and efficiently’. The model underlines two main facets of the 
performance measurement system: Integrity, which is the ‘ability of the 
performance measurement system to promote the integration of various areas of 
business’; and Deployment, which ‘refers to deployment of business objectives and 
policies throughout four levels where the higher level becomes a stakeholder of the 
lower level’ (Bititci etal. 2002:177). This model is based on four levels (Corporate, 
Business Units, Business Processes and Activities) and at each of these levels five
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key factors are considered (Stakeholders, Control Criteria, External Measures, 
Improvement Objectives and Internal Measures). Business Units, Business 
Processes and Activities are classified according to their complexity and the 
uncertainty of the business environment. This classification makes it possible to 
define the most appropriate type of performance measures, which are classified in 
internal, external, capability and learning measures.
• Performance Prism (Neely et al. 2002). This is a three-dimensional model which 
aims to measure the performance of the whole organization. A prism graphically 
represents the architecture of the model, and each face of the prism corresponds 
to a specific area of analysis: stakeholder satisfaction (i.e. who are the key 
stakeholders and what do they want and need?), strategies (i.e. what strategies do 
we have to put in place to satisfy the wants and needs of our key stakeholders?), 
processes (i.e. what critical processes do we need if we are to execute our 
strategies?), capabilities (i.e. what capabilities do we need to operate and enhance 
our processes?) and stakeholder contribution (i.e. what contributions do we require 
from our stakeholders if we are to maintain and develop our capabilities?).
• Organizational Performance Measurement (OPM) (Chennell et al. 2000).
This model was developed specifically for SME's and is based on three principles: 
Alignment, i.e. the selected performance measures support the alignment between 
people’s actions and company strategy; Process thinking, i.e. the measurement 
system makes reference to the process monitoring, control and improvement 
systems; and Practicability, i.e. at any level in the company there is a consistent 
process for identifying measures that should be considered and for ensuring the 
quality and suitability of data. The framework is based on two key management 
constructs, namely Zone of management and Open systems theory. The first 
construct describes three zones of management (strategic, tactical and 
operational) with different authority, responsibility and accountability. The second 
one focuses on the company’s environment, using stakeholder satisfaction 
analysis. In this model, the most important indicator is stakeholder satisfaction.
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• Integrated Performance Measurement for Small Firms (Laitinen 1996, 2002).
The authors define this model as ‘a hybrid accounting system is connecting the 
traditional view and the activity-based costing together in a causal chain’. The 
model was specifically designed to be used in SME's. It is based on seven main 
dimensions of measures, classified as two external dimensions (financial 
performance and competitiveness) and five internal dimensions (costs, production 
factors, activities, products and revenues) connected by a causal chain. The 
internal dimensions are used to monitor the whole production process, and the 
external dimensions are used to monitor the company’s position in its competitive 
context.” After being introduced to the different performance measurement system, 
the next chapter is focusing what to measure to evaluate effectiveness and 
performance.
2.7 What to measure to evaluate effectiveness and performance?
Spitzer (2007:34) states that companies do...'measure everything that moves, but 
little what matters.' This remark of Spitzer underlines the target of the next 
chapters. The researcher has been looking inside the literature for the right 
measures to look for the right questions to ask inside the survey. In the early state 
of performance measurements the main tools where to measure the financial data, 
but this method does not measure the goals and processes (Kaplan and Norton 
1993:134). Also Garengo, Biazzo et al. (2005:32) has been quoting that...'The 
most significant criticism of the traditional PMS's (Performance measurement 
system) is the fact that they focus on financial measures. Since then the science 
community came to the conclusion that there should be also non-financial 
measures.’ Therefore the performance measurement systems are divided in 
financial and non-financial values, while the financial measures are only listed to 
have a complete picture in this subchapter. They are less important for this thesis, 
because there are little data available to evaluate the effectiveness by financial 
data behind the outsourcing in the Ford interior department. Financial measures: 
The return on investment is the most common financial measure. This statement is
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supported by the huge list of authors. As examples the following quotes are taken. 
Neely, Richards et al. (1997:1132) describes that a plant manager was assessed 
on the basis of return on investment. Bititci (1994:16) sees the return on 
investment measure as a high level business performance measure aside of profit 
and growth, but critics that it lacks structure and tend to encourage a reactive 
management style. Ettlie and Pavlou (2006:119) says that return on investment is 
employed al the programme level, but not the individual project level, which will 
support the reasoning not to take this measure for this survey. Another kind of 
measuring performance is to check the growth of sales and turnover, which is also 
quoted by many authors. Kaplan and Norton (1993:134) indicate that managers 
have used for decades, measures like return on investment, sales growth and 
operating income. The operating income is checked to identify the effectiveness of 
the companies operations (Kaplan and Norton 1993:134). With the ABC costing 
method each operation is evaluated in terms of cost for the tasks compared to the 
gains from it (Neely, Gregory et al. 1995:90). Two more unknown financial 
measures of performance are the cost management system (Neely, Gregory et al. 
1995, pp.90-91) and the method to evaluate the higher stock values (Elmuti and 
Kathawala 2000:121). As financial measurements are not relevant for this thesis, 
the discussion stops here. The financial measures are more suited for the bigger 
units of a company. The interior department of Ford of Europe is too small for a 
useful use of the financial methods; therefore the non-financial measure will take a 
bigger role.
Non-Financial measures: The list is starting with the 8 different measures 
explained in the former chapter, but not repeated here. Storey and Kelley 
(2001:73) is measuring the average development cost, seen as non financial, as a 
measure for performance. This measure will include the difference between the 
rates Ford is paying to Ford employees compared to the hourly rate the supplier 
will get. And it will take into account the effectiveness of these two groups of 
persons, because the supplier could cost 20% less, but is 20% slower than the 
Ford persons, which would end up in no cost advantage in the development cost.
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In addition to the above measures the literature is referring to a quality standard 
used as a performance measure in many sectors. The standard is called ISO 9000 
Quality management system (Metri 2007:59). There is another more unknown 
method called CLV Customer Value (Spitzer, 2007:222). The ISO 9000 system has 
been replaced with the successor quality standard. Currently the automotive sector 
is requesting a certification according to ISO TS 16949 (2009:4). Neely (1999:219) 
gives an example how Ford is controlling the performance. They...' used their 
power as a major purchaser of automotive components, to demand that their 
accredited suppliers introduce a scheme known as QOS (quality operating 
system). Basically QOS is a performance measurement process. Suppliers to Ford 
are expected to identify six key business parameters record the relevant data in a 
format approved by Ford and submit the information to Ford on a monthly basis’. 
Nowadays ISO TS 16949 (2009:4) is the master and needs to be followed by Ford 
and suppliers. This is a must for all suppliers, if they want to have a direct contract 
with a car manufacturer, i.e. with Ford. Whether the firms have another additional 
system in place, the ISO/TS 16949 must be met and used. The following extract 
from ISO TS 16949 (2009:4) quoting ISO 9000 underlines this: "ISO 9001:2008, 
Quality management systems — Requirements 0.2 Process approach. This 
International Standard promotes the adoption of a process approach when 
developing, implementing and improving the effectiveness of a quality 
management system, to enhance customer satisfaction by meeting customer 
requirements.
For an organization to function effectively, it has to determine and manage 
numerous linked activities. An activity or set of activities using resources, and 
managed in order to enable the transformation of inputs into outputs, can be 
considered as a process. Often the output from one process directly forms the 
input to the next. The application of a system of processes within an organization, 
together with the identification and interactions of these processes, and their 
management to produce the desired outcome, can be referred to as the “process 
approach”. An advantage of the process approach is the ongoing control that it
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provides over the linkage between the individual processes within the system of 
processes, as well as over their combination and interaction. When used within a 
quality management system, such an approach emphasizes the importance of a) 
understanding and meeting requirements, b) the need to consider processes in 
terms of added value, c) obtaining results of process performance and 
effectiveness, and d) continual improvement of processes based on objective 
measurement.” This subchapter was an outline of what could be measured in a 
wide range of situation. It is a list from which the main points for this thesis are 
extracted and reflected inside the survey questionnaire.
2.8 Requirements to measure effectiveness
The survey questions, which are developed from the literature, are used to find out 
the current, i.e. at that time, status of performance/ effectiveness in the interior 
department of Ford. They further will look for areas in which Ford and their 
suppliers will be able to make improvements. This chapter shows the requirements 
for measuring the performance. Most of the requirements are suitable for the long 
term performance measurement systems, but out of this list of requirements a 
reduced list is generated for the cross sectional investigation to be done with this 
survey, because only these are necessary for this thesis. Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:82) states also that the long and short-term objectives should be divided.
The requirements exclusive for the long-term performance measurement system 
are listed inside the Appendix B to give an outline for interested readers. According 
to Neely et al. (2000:1122) the following elements should be included in a 
performance measurement system: Internal, external, financial and non financial 
measures. Neely et al. (2000:1122) gives the following examples for the different 
areas:
- Internal: Design cycle time; percentage on-time delivery and numbers of 
new products.
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- External: Numbers of repeated buying's; number of customer complains and 
market share. The market share example is also support by (Storey and 
Kelley, 2001:84).
- Financial: Competitive cost position and relative R&D expenditures.
- Non-Financial: Design cost; Material cost and manufacturing cost. Even if 
these are cost they indicate a more non-financial performance measure, 
because they show how effective is the design, material chosen and the 
manufacturing process. Again this is for the long term set up of a system, 
but some points can be taken out for the cross sectional investigation.
To measure the effectiveness of outsourcing inside Ford Interior department it is 
interesting to measure the change from initial status to the set of design cycle time, 
percentage of on-time delivery, number of new products, number of repeated 
buying, number of customer complains, design cost, material cost and 
manufacturing cost. The other requirements to measure effectiveness can be 
categories in focused reason, focused measures, ration based and in line with 
reliability and validity. Focused reason: The measurement of effectiveness should 
be focusing on the key outcome. It should be focused on the reason, i.e. it should 
be focused on measuring the effectiveness. To do this the measurements should 
have an explicit purpose (Globerson, 1985:640). Goold and Quinn (1990:48) say 
that the performance measures should be related to specific goals and targets. 
Performance measures are preferred to be subjective ones (Neely, Gregory et al., 
1995:97). Globerson (1985:640) disagrees and says that they should be objective 
and not based on opinion. This thesis will use the direction to use objective ones, 
because to get objective measures, which can find the agreement of the main 
stream of the readers and users of the results. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:91) and 
Globerson (1985:643) require comparing the input to the output. This requirement, 
to have a basis for measurement, has a relation to the requirement of Bititci 
(1994:21). He requires asking: For each process -  who are the customers of the 
process? For each customer -  what are the customer’s requirements? The reason 
is to be sure about the status of the outcome after outsourcing, i.e. to identify from 
where the performance has moved and with this to judge whether this movement
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was effective or not. This defines the starting and the end point. In addition the 
performance should be clearly defined (Neely and Al Najjar (2006:102), Neely, 
Richards et al. (1997:1135) and Spitzer (2007:43)), because to exclude the other 
influences on the way from the input to the output. The performance needs to be 
isolated to judge its effectiveness. Focused measure: There are requirements to 
focus on the measure itself. The performance measures should be relevant (Goold 
and Quinn, 1990:50). Otherwise effort on measuring is wasted for any irrelevant 
result. The performance must be accurately measured (Neely, Richards et al. 
1997:1137), which can be also find in the article of Globerson (1985:643). They 
state that the performance measures should be precise. It should be exact about 
what is being measured. Bititci (1994:21) asks: 'For each requirement -  what are 
the applicable performance measures'. This will be the "craftsmanship" of 
measuring. It is important to measure the real effect on the influences on a 
repeatable base to take from the measure the real results.
For being able to use the results of the measure, to enable the management to 
react on the timely bases, the performance measures should provide fast feedback 
(Globerson (1985:645). For instance, if a contract with an outsourcing service does 
not bring the required result, Ford would like to know this in an early stage of the 
project and not at the end of it, because to avoid further loosing of time and money. 
Ratio based measures are preferred; because these will compare the measure e.g. 
the input is compared to the output. Not only Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:97) 
supports this view also Neely, Richards et al. (1997:1148) and Globerson 
(1985:643). The performance measures should be based on an explicitly defined 
formula and source of data (Globerson, 1985:643). The target of this requirement 
is to be able to extract results at any time from the system filled with the current 
data and results. In line with reliability and validity: This survey and as well other 
performance measures must be reliable and valid. The below listed requirements 
found in the literature are partially looking after this. The performance measures 
should be simple to understand, because to avoid any resistance to measure 
(Goold and Quinn, 1990:50). The performance measure needs to take care about
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the risk of resistance to measure (Spitzer, 2007:46), because to avoid the fault that 
the employees just mark the results, which the survey is looking for. It need to be 
asked: Does any measure conflict with another (Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:108)? 
There will be more requirements for generating the data of this thesis. These will 
be discussed inside the methodology chapter, because as they arrive from the 
used methodology.
2.9 Available measures of performance for the survey
Through out the literature a high number of measures are available. Below is the 
extract of the applicable measures. The Appendix C will show tables with all 
measures found in literature to give the complete picture. The measures can be 
categories into the following areas: Target, quality, design effectiveness and 
efficiency measure, cost, timing and relationship. Target: Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:63) would like to measure, if the target is clearly defined to the 
service company? The target must be clear to define whether it was reached or 
not. From these areas the following questions will concentrate inside this research: 
Is the company target clearly defined? Is the customer target clearly defined? Is 
the company target clearly met? And is the customer target clearly met? The first 
two questions will ask whether the clear target setting is achieved inside the Ford 
interior department. The next two questions evaluates, if the target is met. The 
result will not reveal the details or why there might be gaps or how the target is 
met, but it will outline whether the outsourcing is effective or not and will be a 
starting point of actions, if they are needed. Quality: Does the service company 
have the right level of outsourcing experience? This question is important for 
Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003:66) and Yang and Taylor (1999:115). Is the 
outsourcing company able to do what they have said they will be able to do? Wasti 
and Liker (1997:344) are also requesting to check the in-house technical 
capabilities, supplier personal resources and competitiveness of supplier design 
and supplier performance history. Which influence has outsourcing for the output 
quality? (Neely, Gregory et al. 1995:86) For instance the CAD data quality must be
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checked. Does the part supplier from outside has the same performance. It needs 
to be checked, if the outsourcer is better or worse. While outsourcing, is there a 
change in the level of perceived quality or client satisfaction (Metri, 2007:62)? For 
instants would the new seat from another supplier get more attraction from the final 
customer? Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83) are asking, if there is a change in the 
level of technical durability or reliability. Technical durability is a basic request for 
the vehicle and it needs to be secured that the supplier takes care about the 
requirement. Has outsourcing an impact in the level of supplier quality results, 
quality assessment, quality goals and plans or continuous improvement of process 
(Neely, Gregory et al. 1995:86). Do the companies increase or decrease their 
target? Is there a change in the level of quality education and training (Neely, 
Gregory et al. 1995:86). For instants Ford has a supplier assessment and training 
program, which the supplier has to do to stay in the list of Ford suppliers (Ford 
sustainability report, 2007:24). Another check is looking after a change in the level 
of scope and management of quality data and information (Neely, Gregory et al. 
1995:86). Ford is using quality data base e.g. Things gone Wrong (TGW), which 
must be used by supplier. From this area the following questions will be 
concentrated on inside the research: Is the actual experience matching the level of 
expected/ required experience? Does the design meet the requirements? Here it 
will be checked whether the design and the people performance is matching with 
the required quality.
Design effectiveness and efficiency measure: The effect to the level of innovation 
must be measured to be able to judge, if the performance goes better or worse 
(Neely, Gregory et al., 1995:105). New innovation implies better outcome and 
performance. Innovation is the measure. While outsourcing, is there a change in 
the level of new technological expertise (Tsang, Nguyen et al. 2004:100). Does a 
company increase or decrease the level of new technological expertise? 
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are asking for the number of new products 
introduced as an innovation measure. Is there a change in the level of role of 
supplier in design improvement (Wasti and Liker 1997:344)? Does a company
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increase or decrease the level of role of supplier in design improvement? Neely, 
Gregory et al. (1995:107) is asking, if there is a change in the level of competitive 
comparison and benchmark. Does the outsourcer still look at the market or does 
he fully rely on the supplier? Are there changes in the level of product 
development, manufacturing processes, new product introductions, reduction of 
product defects or customer complaints (Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100), Chow 
and Van Der Stede (2006:3). Has outsourcing an impact on the level of new 
product design efficiency or product flexibility (Chow and Van Der Stede 2006:3). 
Design effectiveness measures: Percent first design meet needs or that reach ■ 
production. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are asking how many changes are 
done and have listed further design effectiveness measures: Assessment of CAD 
use. Does a company increase or decrease the assessment of CAD use? What is 
the number of design modifications? Does a company increase or decrease the 
Frequency of specification changes? From this area the following questions will be 
concentrated on inside the research: What is the efficiency at the start vs. the end 
of a project? Are the systems filled first time right all the time? This design has a 
wide aspect of things to be checked. To keep the survey hand able, it will be 
concentrated on the potential change of effectiveness from the start to the end and 
the general check, whether the used systems are filled directly with the required 
level.
Cost: Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are using the product cost as financial 
measure. Relating this to the Ford interior department the product cost will be the 
hourly rate of the engineering service and a reduced hourly rate would indicate a 
more efficient way of doing outsourcing. Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2000:110) 
are measuring against an improved cost saving. The outsourcer has to improve 
cost level. The operation costs and cost savings are the measuring focus of Pun 
and Chin (2005:159). For all phases of outsourcing initiatives the resources should 
be allocated (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2003:66). This requirement touches the 
area of securing that basic work is done equal and that the difference is 
representing the difference in the hourly rate. From this areas question the
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following questions will be concentrated on inside the research: How much money 
does an employee get from his company? How much money does it get paid by 
Ford for the service? To evaluate whether it is a real cost reduction the hours used 
by Ford with the hours used by supplier should be compared, because if the 
supplier is using a lower hourly rate, but needs much more hours, then it can 
become a cost increase. This check will be indirectly done with a comparison of 
effectiveness and timing. Timing: The measurement of timing is looking after the 
delivery lead-time (Bititci, 1994:20). While Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3) are 
measuring the time to fill customer orders, Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are 
more specific and they want to check the cycle time, by phase and the time to 
revision. That would be possible inside the Ford world. It could be checked, if Ford 
CAD persons are using more or less time than the supplier CAD persons. Chow 
and Van Der Stede (2006:3) are asking; if there is an increase or decrease in the 
level of time to respond to customer problems? From this area the following 
questions will be concentrating on inside the research: Is the task delivered on 
time? Are the customer complains handled on time? This will reveal whether the 
timing is on track and maybe also gaps. The timing is also interesting to get a 
comparison on the judgment for cost effectiveness, e.g. if a full service supplier is 
20% quicker, but cost 15% more the full service supplier is more cost effective.
Relationship: Integrative skills are required while outsourcing to re-arrange the way 
of working, to integrate around the activities and to apply quality control 
(Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2003:67). The question is how Ford and the supplier 
are interacting to solve problems. Bad behavior could result in bad efficiency. 
Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003:68) and Yang and Taylor (1999:107) are more 
specific. They state that crises skills are needed during the outsourcing contract. 
Spitzer (2007:116) requires that both companies should have transition 
management skills. Is the communication starting early enough after establishing 
the contract and is the communication continued frequently during the outsourcing 
period (Wasti and Liker 1997:345)? The requirement tries to avoid that through bad 
interacting efficiency is lost. The customer and supplier relation should be
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measured to check the match between partners (Nielsen (2007:338), Kakabadse 
and Kakabadse (2003:67)). And the customer and supplier relation should be 
measured to check supplier dependence on customer (Wasti and Liker, 1997:344). 
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of humanity, human resource 
management, employment involvement and employee well-being and morale 
(Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86), Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310))? The purpose 
is to control that the savings are not going too far, i.e. that the cuts are on the back 
of the employees. Is there a change in the level of commitment to customer and 
customer satisfaction result (Neely, Gregory et al., 1995:86)? How is the supplier 
influencing the design (Wasti and Liker 1997:344). Does a company give away 
core competences? Does the customer give away control over the specification? 
From these areas of possible questions the following ones will be concentrated 
inside the research: How is the working relationship between Ford and the 
suppliers, i.e. between Ford, Full service supplier, agencies working for full service 
supplier and agencies working for Ford. And how is the level of trust between Ford 
and the suppliers, i.e. between the same groups. These are basic questions, which 
might indicate gaps in one of the above listed requirements. The survey will not be 
able to define the detailed reason, but will give a direction for further investigation 
and counter measures. The next subchapter will develop the research questions 
from the findings in literature for outsourcing and performance.
2.10. Conclusion for outsourcing and performance literature resulting in 
definition of research questions
The following subchapter will first outline the main important conclusion starting 
with the main points for outsourcing and followed by the main points for 
performance. These conclusions are the basis for the development of the twenty 
research questions. Each of the twenty research questions is explained on which 
conclusion/ basis it is develop from both literatures, i.e. outsourcing and 
performance literature. The area of outsourcing inside the literature review includes 
the definition of outsourcing, the reason for outsourcing, advantages and
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disadvantages of outsourcing. The definition of outsourcing is proofing that this 
survey is done inside an outsourcing environment. The reasons for outsourcing, 
which are also the advantages, are more important than the definition for the 
checking of effective outsourcing, because these are measurable values and have 
to be done effectively to have an effective outsourcing. The list of outsourcing 
disadvantages is indicating what could happen while outsourcing, while the 
occuring disadvantages would represent a reduction in effectiveness. The area of 
performance/ effectiveness measurement inside the literature is laying out the 
definition, the available performance measures and the points to be taken care off 
while outsourcing. In this area the performance measurement definition plays a 
bigger role for the definition of the research questions, because the following 
definition is basis for the research questions in the area of target setting and 
meeting: Effectiveness is a relative concept which concerns the extent to which 
customer requirements are met. Performance is effective when output levels are 
either equal to or greater than input levels. The middle part about performance 
literature has revealed a wide list of performance measures, which have been 
outlined in this chapter 2 and in the appendix C. In the following text it will be 
shown which of them are the important ones for the research questions. 
Subchapter 2.8 has outlined the requirements to measure effectiveness. Most of 
them are longitudinal requirements, while the research is cross sectional. For 
instants the requirements are supporting that, amongst other a measurement 
should result into a value for effectiveness as it does inside this survey, while this 
section of the literature is less relevant for developing the research questions.
The Research questions developed for this survey are supported by the findings 
inside the literature of outsourcing and inside the literature of performance. Some 
of the questions are more supported by the outsourcing literature and some are 
more supported by the performance. First area of research questions is about 
whether the target is clearly defined and whether the target is met. These research 
questions are arriving from the basic definition of performance measurement. The 
effectiveness can be measured, if it is checked whether from a status / target a
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change has happened, e.g. whether a clear target has been met. In addition the 
laid out disadvantages for outsourcing are claiming the need of a clear definition of 
process and structure, which is supporting the choosing of this set of target 
research questions. The second area of the research questions is dealing with the 
quality of the outsourcing service. One question is asking whether the person doing 
the job has the required level of experience and the other is asking if the result 
produced meets the requirements. The outsourcing literature points out this risk of 
ineffectiveness using the wording that outsourcing might fail to deliver the promised 
goods and services. In the performance literature the need to control the quality 
has been pointed out by Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:96), Lynch and Cross (1991) 
and Fitzgerald etal. (1991), i.e. both areas are supporting the quality research 
questions for this survey. The next area of research questions is asking direct 
questions about the effectiveness. One question is asking whether there is a 
difference in effectiveness along the duration of the project and the other is asking 
if the task is done directly correct. These questions in itself would have already 
their place in a survey for effectiveness, while they are also backed up by the 
reason for outsourcing ‘improved cost and timing’, because any falling back in the 
start effectiveness will have an impact on the timing and because any task done 
twice will cost additional money. Inside the performance literature there are 
different authors asking for design effectiveness as measure. For instants Neely et 
al. (2000:1122) is requiring to measure ‘how effective is the design’. While 
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are asking for ‘Percent first design meet needs’. 
There are more examples inside the appendix C supporting the effectiveness 
research questions. The fourth area is looking for the cost. The money paid to the 
employees and the money for their outsourcing companies will be checked with 
this survey. The reason for using these measures was that the most important 
reason for outsourcing and a main advantage is the cost reduction. This reason for 
outsourcing arriving from the outsourcing literature was at the end not confirmed, 
while the later result is showing that the flexibility was the reason for outsourcing.
In both case the cost for outsourcing needs to be checked inside the survey to 
either or decide on the reason and then on the effectiveness towards this reason.
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The literature of performance is filled with the requirement to check the cost 
aspect. For instants Storey and Kelley (2001:84), Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2000:110) and Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310) are amongst the authors claiming 
to introduce cost as a performance measure. In the outsourcing literature the 
improved timing is seen as a reason for outsourcing and an advantage from 
outsourcing. The survey questions will ask whether the tasks and complains are 
handled on time. Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3), Choudhury and Sabherwal 
(2003:305), Bititci (1994:20), Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83) and Hertenstein and 
Platt (2000:310) are formulating for this area of performance measure: The timing 
measure could look after the relative delivery lead time. Most authors are seeing 
timing as a key performance indicator. The area of relationship and trust is 
represented by research questions to evaluate, which group is seen how by the 
other groups. Mainly by the disadvantages of outsourcing, like high cost of 
relationship, access to critical production knowledge, decline in morale and 
performance and highly depending on the vendor, the relationship and trust has 
become an important measure inside this survey. In the appendix C various 
authors are also indicating to check the relationship and trust as a measure for 
effectiveness. With the above layout out relation of outsourcing and performance 
literature to the research questions, the following set of research questions will be 
answered by this survey:
1. Research Question: Is the company target clearly defined?
2. Research Question: Is the customer target clearly defined?
3. Research Question: Is the company target met?
4. Research Question: Is the customer target met?
5. Research Question: Is the actual experience matching the level of expected /  
required experience?
6. Research Question: Does the design meet the requirements?
7. Research Question: Are the systems filled first time right all the time?
8. Research Question: What is the efficiency at the start versus the end of a 
project?
9. Research Question: How much money do you get from your company?
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10. Research Question: How much money does your company gets for the service 
you give?
11. Research Question: Is the task delivered on time?
12. Research Question: Are the customer complains handled on time?
13. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Ford?
14. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Full service supplier?
15. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Ford?
16. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Full service supplier?
17. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Ford?
18. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Full service supplier?
19. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Ford?
20. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Full 
service supplier?
The next main chapter will outline the methodology and philosophical underpinning 
of this research.
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3 Methodology and Philosophical Underpinning
3.1 Introduction
The underpinning philosophy behind this research and the methodology used to 
conduct the fieldwork is discussed in the following chapter. Saunders et al. 
(2003:83) gives an overview about the range of research methodology and 
philosophy: The research process 'onion' has outer to inner skins, where the outer 
is the frame in which the inner is set: Research philosophy: Positivism, Realism, 
and Interpretive, while more branches are added to this area, but not play a role for 
this thesis. Research approaches: Deductive, Inductive. Research strategies and 
choices: Experiment, Mixed method: Survey and (Mini) Case study, Grounded 
theory, Ethnography, Action research. Time horizons: Cross sectional, 
Longitudinal. Data collection methods: Sampling, Secondary data, Observation, 
Interviews, Questionnaires.’ The high lighted points are the relevant points for this 
research.
Figure 3.1.1: Research onion
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The next subchapter will explain the research philosophy and positioning of 
philosophy in comparison to the thesis philosophy. Then the two possible research 
approaches, deductive and inductive, are outlined and it is explained why the 
deductive approach is taken. The research strategy is a survey supported or 
triangulated by two mini case studies. The survey is conducted on a cross 
sectional basis and needs quantitative data from the sample for the confirmation of 
research questions. The chosen data collection method is an online questionnaire. 
This link is sent out by email. The reason for this is that with this method the data 
of many persons can be collected. The full population includes the Ford 
employees, the agencies working for Ford, the agencies working for full service 
supplier and full service supplier. From this group are excluded the persons which 
have moved out from the Ford interior department from the first establishment of 
the list until the start of survey. The Ford employees are excluded also, because 
the access was denied at a later stage of the survey. For such survey nowadays 
about 10% replies are expected (Dey, 1997: 216). Inside the field work subchapter 
the research questions are outlined, which are tested by a questionnaire. The 
reflections of the pilot questionnaire are the bases for the final on-line 
questionnaire. The result are statistically analysed and the group replies are 
compared with analysis of variance (ANOVA). Finally the reliability and validity is 
looked at. After this short methodology overview the mentioned areas are 
discussed in more detail below.
3.2 Research philosophy
Trochim (2006a) is one of many authors giving an overview about research 
philosophy. He writes: ‘All research is based on assumptions about how the world 
is perceived and how we can best come to understand it. Of course, nobody really 
knows how we can best understand the world, and philosophers have been 
arguing about that very question for at least two millennia now...’ Trochim (2006b) 
discussion starts...’with a simple distinction between epistemology and 
methodology. The term epistemology comes from the Greek word episteme, their
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term for knowledge. In simple terms, epistemology is the philosophy of knowledge 
or of how we come to know. Methodology is also concerned with how we come to 
know, but is much more practical in nature. Methodology is focused on the specific 
ways -- the methods -  that we can use to try to understand our world better. 
Epistemology and methodology are intimately related: the former involves the 
philosophy of how we come to know the world and the latter involves the practice.’ 
There are three research philosophies interesting for this thesis: Positivism, realism 
and interpretivism. ‘In its broadest sense, positivism is a rejection of metaphysics. It 
is a position that holds that the goal of knowledge is simply to describe the 
phenomena that we experience. The purpose of science is simply to stick to what 
we can observe and measure. Knowledge of anything beyond that, a positivist 
would hold, is impossible.’ Saunders et al. (2003:83) says about positivism: "If your 
research philosophy reflects the principles of positivism then you will probably 
adopt the philosophical stance of the natural scientist. You will prefer 'working with 
an observable social reality and that the end product of such research can be law­
like generalizations similar to those produced by the physical and natural scientists' 
(Remenyi et al., 1998:32).” Advantages of using this method are that the literature 
indicates how we can expect the behavior while outsourcing inside the Ford interior 
department. Confirming that the outsourcing inside Ford is exactly like the laws in 
the literature will enable the member of Ford interior to expect the behavior as 
formerly indicated in the literature. This could be also only partially the case. The 
disadvantage would be that if a law is identified in literature and then the survey is 
not confirming this law inside the Ford of Europe interior department, the method 
does not confirm knowledge. The knowledge needs then to be generated for the 
Ford interior department inductively. Trochim (2006b): “We use deductive 
reasoning to postulate theories that we can test. Based on the results of our 
studies, we may learn that our theory doesn't fit the facts well and so we need to 
revise our theory to better predict reality. The positivist believed in empiricism -  the 
idea that observation and measurement was the core of the scientific endeavour. 
The key approach of the scientific method is the experiment, the attempt to discern 
natural laws through direct manipulation and observation...One of the most
66
common forms of post-positivism is a philosophy called critical realism. A critical 
realist believes that there is a reality independent of our thinking about it that 
science can study. Positivists were also realists. The difference is that the post­
positivist critical realist recognizes that all observation is fallible and has error and 
that all theory is revisable. In other words, the critical realist is critical of our ability 
to know reality with certainty. Where the positivist believed that the goal of science 
was to uncover the truth, the post positivist critical realist believes that the goal of 
science is to hold steadfastly to the goal of getting it right about reality, even 
though we can never achieve that goal! Because all measurement is fallible, the 
post-positivist emphasizes the importance of multiple measures and observations, 
each of which may possess different types of error, and the need to use 
triangulation across these multiple errorful sources to try to get a better bead on 
what's happening in reality. The post-positivist also believes that all observations 
are theory-laden and that scientists (and everyone else, for that matter) are 
inherently biased by their cultural experiences, world views, and so on. This is not 
cause to give up in despair, however. Just because I have my world view based on 
my experiences and you have yours does not mean that we cannot hope to 
translate from each other's experiences or understand each other. That is, post­
positivism rejects the relativist idea of the incommensurability of different 
perspectives, the idea that we can never understand each other because we come 
from different experiences and cultures. Most post-positivists are constructivists 
who believe that we each construct our view of the world based on our perceptions 
of it. Because perception and observation is fallible, our constructions must be 
imperfect. So what is meant by objectivity in a post-positivist world? Positivists 
believed that objectivity was a characteristic that resided in the individual scientist. 
Scientists are responsible for putting aside their biases and beliefs and seeing the 
world as it 'really' is. Post positivists reject the idea that any individual can see the 
world perfectly as it really is. We are all biased and all of our observations are 
affected (theory-laden). Our best hope for achieving objectivity is to triangulate 
across multiple fallible perspectives! Thus, objectivity is not the characteristic of an 
individual; it is inherently a social phenomenon. It is what multiple individuals are
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trying to achieve when they criticize each other's work. We never achieve 
objectivity perfectly, but we can approach it. The best way for us to improve the 
objectivity of what we do is to do it within the context of a broader contentious 
community of truth-seekers (including other scientists) who criticize each other's 
work. The theories that survive such intense scrutiny are a bit like the species that 
survive in the evolutionary struggle. (This is sometimes called the natural selection 
theory of knowledge and holds that ideas have 'survival value' and that knowledge 
evolves through a process of variation, selection and retention). They have 
adaptive value and are probably as close as our species can come to being 
objective and understanding reality.” In addition to this view Remenyi (1998:288) 
will give his view about realism. "Scientific realism is the thesis that the objects of 
scientific knowledge exist and act independently of the knowledge of them. More 
generally 'realism' asserts the existence of some disputed kind of object or thing 
(e.g. universals, material objects, scientific laws, propositions, numbers and 
probabilities). Also the assertion that scientific theories give (or probably give) a 
literally true account of the world; a view associated with Rudolf Carnap, Ronald 
Giere and Karl Popper." Applying this definition to the measurement of outsourcing 
effectiveness means that the outsourcing rules could be more than notifiable. 
Girod-Seville and Perret (1998:17) defines: "For interpretativists, 'there are multiple 
constructed realities that can be studied only holistically; inquiry into these multiple 
realities will inevitably diverge (each inquiry raises more questions that it answers) 
so that prediction and control are unlikely outcomes although some level of 
understanding (verstehen) can be achieved'(Lincoln and Guba, 1985:37)." This 
research philosophy would assume that there is little said about outsourcing in 
literature and that with an inductive approach lots of data would be generated in a 
research to develop a reality for outsourcing inside the Ford interior department. 
This is only a theoretical possibility, because the literature has been checked and 
for effectiveness of outsourcing the literature is providing a range of rules and 
generalisation. The literature is indicating that while outsourcing there will be an 
observable social reality, e.g. it will be asked if the people will have the right level 
of experience. Therefore it could be expected that the interpretism is approach will
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come up with the same rules, while asking less persons inside the population for 
data. As a range of data exist in the literature the positivism philosophy is followed 
instead of realism and interpretism, because to proof or disproof the available 
theories.
Figure 3.2.1: Positioning of philosophy in comparison to the thesis philosophy
Source: Present study based on Trochim (2006a/b)
The figure 3.2.1 shows a 3 axis diagram. The x ax is classifying as the “amount of 
rules, laws and findings in the literature”. “Low” is meaning that there is not much to 
find in literature about the area of interest and “high” means that it is filled with a 
high amount of knowledge. The y ax indicates, if the rules and laws are generated 
or at the upper end confirmed. The z axis is classifying the reality. On one side 
stands the reality, which can be significantly proven versus the other hand that 
there is a reality beyond the reality, which cannot be proven. The figure is used to 
show the positioning of: Positivism, Interpretism, realism and the thesis position. 
The philosophy posivitism implies that a high amount of rules, laws and findings 
are in the literature. The literature has shown a high amount of rules, laws and
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findings about the effectiveness of outsourcing. In the first step the survey is aiming 
to confirm or reject these laws. Further mini case studies will confirm or reject the 
findings of the survey and generate further rules and laws during comparison of the 
survey results. These results imply a partial “not proven reality” and therefore the 
thesis got the above shown position in the figure.
3.3 Research approaches
Deductive and inductive are the two main approaches possible for research. Below 
the approaches will be explained and their main difference will be outlined. 
Saunders et al. (2003:85) stated: "...the deductive approach, in which you develop 
a theory and hypothesis/es [or research question/s ] and design a research 
strategy to test the hypothesis [research question], or the inductive approach, in 
which you would collect data and develop theory as a result of your data analysis." 
Saunders et al. (2003:89) also points out the main differences: "Major differences 
between deductive and inductive approaches to research: Deductive emphasises: 
scientific principles, moving from theory to data, the need to explain causal 
relationship between variables, the collection of quantitative data, the application of 
controls to ensure the validity of data, the operationalization of concepts to ensure 
clarity of definition, a highly structured approach, researchers independence of 
what is being researched, the necessity to select samples of sufficient size in order 
to generalise conclusions. Induction emphasises: Gaining an understanding of the 
meanings humans attach to events, a close understanding of the research context, 
the collection of qualitative data, a more flexible structure to permit change of 
research emphasis as the research progresses, a realisation that the researcher is 
part of the research process, less concern with the need to generalise."
Figure 3.3.1: Inductive versus deductive knowledge generation and route in thesis
Inductive Deductive
Action research 
Grounded Theory 
Ethnograpy
Case study (inductively)
l=>
Research
Questions
tested
by...
 k Survey
I V  Experiment
Case study (deductively)
Route in Thesis
Source: Present study based on Saunders et al. (2003, pp. 86-91)
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The figure 3.3.1 shows the possible research approaches. If little is written inside 
the literature than the inductive approach is taken with research strategies like 
action research, grounded theory or case study to generate data. This data will 
become the laws and rules in literature. In this thesis lots of data is available about 
the effectiveness of outsourcing, which allows the researcher to generate research 
questions, which are tested mainly by the survey and backed up by two mini case 
studies. This underlines that the deductive research approaches is most suitable 
for this research.
3.4 Research strategies
The following research strategies are available: Action research, ethnography, 
grounded theory, case study, survey, experiment, archival research etc. The 
research strategies “survey” and “mini case studies” are used for the thesis based 
on the research approach subchapter and will be discussed below. All other 
research strategies are not discussed in detail, while they are not relevant for this 
research and while their explanations are available in the literature. The survey is 
checking the sample result to the research question. The next subchapter will 
explain this in detail. In addition two mini case studies inside the Ford interior 
department will confirm the result of the survey, maybe disproof or maybe extend 
the result. Royer and Zarlowski (1999:115) state: "According to Yin (1990), a case 
study can be used to test a theory” ...and as result checked against a theory. These 
mini cases have been laid out in the problem description. The examples are taken 
in the analyses of chapter 5 to compare the result to the survey and triangulate the 
survey result.
3.5 Time horizon
This survey is planned on a cross sectional basis. That means that the survey is 
done at a certain point in time. The other option is on longitudinal basis, which 
means that the data is taken from different point in time e.g. first in 2004, then 2009 
and in the future. For this thesis it is not planned to repeat it at a later date, which 
might be necessary, if gaps are identified in the way outsourcing should be done
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effectively and to introduce improvements. The reason for this is the limitation of 
time for this research in the available research time, because the thesis is laid out 
with a time limit. The figure 3.5.1 (not real) gives an indication why and how 
different time horizons could be chosen and could be relevant. It shows how the 
result could change while doing a longitudinal research and with or without action. 
Mainly the figure should clarify the difference between longitudinal and cross 
sectional research. This example is not based on real data, shows that a 
longitudinal research would consist here in this example out of 3 cross sectional 
researches. As said before this research is limited in time and will do just 1 cross 
sectional research. Any further research or action would be part of a next research 
or performance/ effectiveness assurance system.
Figure 3.5.1: Difference in time horizon
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Cross sectional: This step reflects the findinds of this thesis. For longid udial research, 
maybe while a performance measurement system is implemented after this thesis findings, 
the research has to be repeated best after corrective actions.
Source: Present study
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3.6 Data collection method
There are two data collection methods available. One is more suited to collect data 
inductively, qualitative data, and the other methods are used to collect data 
deductively, quantitative data. Secondary data, observation, interviews and other 
less often use methods are collecting a broad base of data from which theory could 
arrive. This survey needs for the confirmation of the research question quantitative 
data from the sample. The chosen data collection method is an online 
questionnaire. The link to this questionnaire is sent out by email. The reason for it 
is that with this method the data of many persons can be collected. The next 
chapter shows the reasoning behind the sample. And the email method has been 
chosen, because names and emails are available, but home addresses of persons 
being part of the sample are not accessible. Going from person to person was also 
not possible inside the Ford interior department, because the direct access inside 
Ford premises was denied. With the questionnaire many persons are giving their 
answers and data to the same question, which can be then statistically evaluated -  
see chapter 4. The next point will outline the population and the sample.
3.7. Population and sample
The full population includes the Ford employees, the agencies working for Ford, 
the agencies working for full service supplier and Full service supplier. From this 
group are excluded the persons which have moved out from the Ford interior 
department from the first establishment of the list until the start of survey. The Ford 
employees are excluded also, because the access was denied. In 2007 the Ford 
interior manager have been generally ok to ask the Ford person, but his final 
written agreement were depending on the questions to be asked. These questions 
were available at the beginning of 2009 after the literature has been evaluated. 
Meanwhile there have been three things happening. First the department got a 
new manager not being positive about the idea to ask Ford employees about 
critical human resource areas. Second Ford has been running through a reduction
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of employees and therefore the theme was in the focus of Ford management. And 
third the crisis starting shortly before the survey, in end of 2008, has reduced the 
willingness to agree to this survey as well. In several conversations the Ford 
interior manager signalled that he would talk about it, but only with drastically 
reduction in the amount of questions and reduction in the depth of questions.
This result in the reduced sample: All Full service suppliers, all Agency working for 
Ford and all Agencies working for Ford. The sample size is 518.
Figure 3.7.1: Population and sample for survey inside the Ford interior department
Full population inside the Ford interior department
Source: Present study
Figure 3.7.2: Number of people for sample, for Ford and for persons already 
outside the department
H Sample: 518 persons
■ Ford: 166 persons
□ People out of department: 59 
persons
Source: Present study
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The researcher identified as most relevant the random cluster sampling method to 
get a statistical number of replies in each group including for job experiences. The 
difficulty is that the survey is totally anonymous and the random cluster sampling 
would have required to send each group a different link/ survey with the same 
question, but handled separately. Aside the workload the researcher preferred the 
totally anonymous attempt to attract replies. The group full service supplier, 
agencies working for Ford and agencies working for full service suppliers are 
asked with one link. About 10 percent of replies are expected for such a survey 
nowadays (Dey, 1997:216) -  see figure 3.7.3, which would give the minimum of 51 
persons with 17 persons in average per engineering service group and with 12 
persons in average per job experience groups. This will give rather a low number 
of persons in one group and has shifted the question to the survey, whether there 
will be a normal distribution of persons in each cluster. This requirement for a 
robust comparison of groups was given shown in chapter 4 by the survey results. If 
one group was missing answers, these persons were receiving more reminders. If 
enough answers were there, the reminding stops here at the 6th time. The reason 
for stopping sending more reminders are the reception of complains from the 
receiver of the survey link and a result giving a normal distribution. The main 
contacts are taken from the email system. This list is complete, because all 
members of the interior trim department are listed inside the email register. The 
next figure shows the reduction of replies in the last 50 years. The researcher is 
assuming that this down trend is continuing resulting in an expected reply rate of 
10%. Thirteen percent of replies have been reached, which is seen as normal 
expected rate of received replies.
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Figure 3.7.3: Trend of number of replies
Source: Table 1. Response Rates of National ACE/ClRP Student Surveys: 1961-1991. (Dey, 1997: 
216)
3.8 Field work
Inside the next field work subchapter the research questions are outlined, which 
are tested by a questionnaire. To reduce and eliminate potential hazard to the 
questionnaire a pilot questionnaire, with its reflections, is the bases for the final on­
line questionnaire. After these two subchapters, finally the last is outlining the 
analyse method. The results are statistically analysed and the group replies are 
compared with Analysis of variance (ANOVA). The next subchapter is an outline of 
the research questions.
3.8.1 Research questions
The below research questions are tested insides the Ford interior department to 
compare them to the findings in the literature. The data collected with the 
questionnaire will be statistically analyzed to proof or disproof the literature. The 
literature indicates that only if a starting point is defined the effectiveness can be 
measured against it. The target needs to be defined and then it needs to be 
checked, if this target has been met.
1. Research Question: Is the company target clearly defined?
2. Research Question: Is the customer target clearly defined?
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3. Research Question: Is the company target met?
4. Research Question: Is the customer target met?
The agencies working for Ford, Full service supplier and Agencies working for full 
service supplier have to adapt the rules and ways of working of Ford. That means 
that the same level of working quality is required from the outsourced engineering 
service as it is expected from Ford.
5. Research Question: Is the actual experience matching the level of expected /  
required experience?
6. Research Question: Does the design meet the requirements?
The agencies working for Ford, Full service supplier and agencies working for Full 
service supplier have to adapt the rules and ways of working with Ford. That 
means that the same level of requested design efficiency and effectiveness is 
required for the outsourced engineering service as for Ford.
7. Research Question: Are the systems filled first time right all the time?
8. Research Question: What is the efficiency at the start versus the end of a
project?
Cost reduction could be a major reason for outsourcing. It is expected that Ford 
pays less money, if the task is given to another company.
9. Research Question: How much money do you get from your company?
10. Research Question: How much money does your company gets for the service 
you give?
As the outsourced engineering service is replacing the task of Ford, the speed of 
the work is expected to be unchanged or faster.
11. Research Question: Is the task delivered on time?
12. Research Question: Are the customer complains handled on time?
The working relationship and the level of trust is one variable for the effectiveness 
of outsourcing, because a not working relationship or a low level of trust is reducing 
effectiveness.
13. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Ford?
14. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Full service supplier?
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15. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Ford?
16. Research Question: How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Full service supplier?
17. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Ford?
18. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Full service supplier?
19. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Ford?
20. Research Question: How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Full 
service supplier?
3.8.2 Pilot questionnaire
First the questionnaire is established and then it is tested as a pilot. A 
questionnaire is established by following Saunders et al. (2003:280): 'The 
questions you ask in questionnaires need to be defined precisely prior to data 
collection. ' He points out the 'importance of respondents' answers not being 
contaminated or distorted. He further recommends looking for the size of sample 
you require for your analysis, taking into account the likely response rate; types of 
question you need to ask to collect your data and number of questions you need to 
ask to collect your data. ' 'At the start of your questionnaire you need to explain 
clearly and concisely why you want the respondent to complete the survey. Dillman 
(2000) argues that this should be done on the first page of the questionnaire 
(Saunders et al., 2003:306).' The type of data should be defined before sending 
out the questionnaire. 'The purpose of the pilot test is to refine the questionnaire so 
that respondents will have no problems in answering the questions and there will 
be no problems in recording the data. (Saunders et al., 2003:308) * Bell (1999, 
cited by Saunders et al., 2003:308) formulate the purpose as follows: It needs to be 
checked 'how long the questionnaire took to complete? How clear are the 
instructions? Which, if any, questions were unclear or ambiguous; which, if any, 
questions the respondent felt uneasy about answering; whether in their opinion 
there were any major topic omissions; whether the layout was clear and attractive; 
any other comments.’ The reflection of the pilot questionnaire was fed back into the
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final questionnaire. The people asked in the questionnaire did express that they 
were thinking that the length of the questionnaire was to long. See the pilot 
questionnaire and the final online questionnaire in comparison in the appendix D 
and E. The reason for the length of the questionnaire is that the researcher wanted 
to investigate all facets to compare and contrast the different outsourcing methods, 
but this long pilot questionnaire did not attract the persons to reply to this 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was shorted after the pilot questionnaire. In 
addition to this expression, text and layout were improved based on the comments 
received. The final improved version was shown to a reduced number of checkers 
to cross check the affect of the improvements.
3.8.3 Final questionnaire and administration
The final questionnaire was an online questionnaire. The link for this online 
questionnaire was send to the whole sample. The difficulty was to check, if the 
people have answered the questionnaire and which not, because it was totally 
anonymous. Therefore the reminders were going to the whole sample again and 
again. In total six times the link was sent out. 518 persons were asked, 68 persons 
replied and finished the questionnaire. The introduction letter and then reminders 
with a shorter text are shown in appendix G. Ford did not allow to send out the 
emails with Ford email system, therefore the company specific email addresses 
had to be found out. The answers were handled by the service “survey monkey”, 
i.e. the data is directly ready to be statistically analyzed -  see appendix E and F 
and chapter 4. The following matrix shows the dates when the questionnaires 
where sent out and shows when the answers were received:
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Figure 3.8.2.1: Sending out questionnaire and number of received answers
-N o  irtroaudnnleflei to *18persons 
-  Currub&e Answers
Source: Field study
3.8.4 Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
The procedure known as the Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to test 
research questions concerning means when we have several populations. ANOVA 
is a general technique that can be used to test that the means among two or more 
groups are equal, under the assumption that the samples in its group are normally 
distributed (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214 - 220).’ In the survey the opinions of different 
groups are questioned. These will generate means, which are checked for variance 
amongst each other in some area so that the variance leaves the researcher with a 
finding for this survey. The groups are the engineering service groups with 
agencies working for full service supplier, agencies working for Ford and Full 
service supplier and the job experience groups with “less than 3 years” experience, 
“between 3 and 5 years”, “between 5 and 8 years” and with “more than 8 years” 
experience. The results are shown in the next chapter 4.
3.9 Reliability and validity
'Mitchell (1996) outlines three common approaches to assessing reliability:
Test re-test; internal consistency; alternative forms. Test re-test estimate of 
reliability are obtained by correlating data collected with those from the same 
questionnaire collected under as near equivalent conditions as possible. (Saunders 
et al., 2003:309). * Test and re-test will be the most difficult reliability check, 
because the time might be not available to ask the participant to fill the 
questionnaire a second time. In the later chapter 4 the number of replies is in
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average 13% from 518 asked persons. The researcher would like to point out that 
in the first round only 13% were achieved, while a second round would be required 
to check the reliability. Another weakness in having a second round would be that 
with 518 asked persons and an absolute anonymous research it could not be 
secured that the same person have been answering. It could be a number or even 
all persons answering the first time. 'Internal consistency involves correlating the 
responses to each question in the questionnaire with those to other questions in 
the questionnaire...(Saunders et al., 2003: 310). ' This reliability check can be 
done in the analyzing phase, where for instants the level of trust or relationship can 
be cross checked, i.e. if one group is saying that the level is good than the other 
group should say the same about this otherwise there is a mismatch establishing a 
reliability issue. 'Alternative form offers some sense of the reliability within your 
questionnaire through comparing responses to alternative forms of the same 
question or groups of questions (Saunders et al., 2003: 310). This reliability check 
could be integrated into the questionnaire by asking the question in two different 
ways, but these requirements were not build into the questionnaire, because the 
pilot questionnaire has show that it would have made it impossible to get enough 
answers, while the questionnaire was already to long. Mini case studies to 
compare the finding to another source are balancing this disadvantage. Saunders 
et al. (2003:101) stated: ’Validity is concerned with whether the findings are really 
about what they appear to be about. Is the relationship between two variables a 
causal relationship?’ For instants a less experienced person is seen to need more 
time for a project, but maybe the increase of time is needed, because the project, 
process or product is new or done the first time. These reflections will be best done 
in the analysis phase. With the validity check the findings are validated to be the 
real ones. Sekaran (2000: 209) is mentioning different types of validity: Content 
validity: the representativeness or sampling adequacy of the content of a 
measuring instrument. In this research the content validity is given by asking all 
possible members of the Ford interior department about the outsourcing 
effectiveness in this department. Face validity: Subjectively assesses the 
correspondence between the individual items and the concept through rating by
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expert judges and pre-tests. This validity check will be covered, because the 
findings will be compared to the literature and backed up by mini case studies. 
Criterion-related validity: Measurement of different individuals or a criterion it is 
expected to predict. As before stated the findings will be compared to the literature 
and backed up by cases. Concurrent validity: The extent to which one measure of 
a variable can be used to estimate an individual's current score on a different 
measure of the same, or a closely related variable. In the survey the concurrent 
validity cannot be compared within the survey, but the findings are compared to the 
mini case studies. Predictive validity: The extent to which an individual's future 
level on some variable can be predicted by his performance on a current 
measurement. With the survey findings compared to the literature generalization 
can be used to predict future result inside the Ford interior department with this a 
performance measurement system might be reinforced, e.g. ISO/TS 16949. 
Construct Validity: The understanding of the factors that underlie the obtained 
measurement. A comparison to the literature inside the analysis will set the 
findings with the literature in relation. Convergent validity: The ability of individual 
items of a scale measuring the same construct to correlate well with each other. 
The correlation will be after the survey done in the analysis, where the areas of 
trust and relationship have the best chances to meet the convergent validity. 
Discriminant validity: Indicated by predictable low correlations between the 
measure of interest and the other measure of interest and other measures that are 
supposedly not meaning the same variable or concept.' The findings will be 
compared to the literature inside the analysis, where the analysis is looking for a 
clear difference between the variable and concept. This is done in the areas, where 
it was expected. The available time, the access to the data and the likely behavior 
of the respondent where not making it possible to integrate the reliability and 
validity measures as the theory is indicating, but this weakness is compensate, 
because the survey intention is to discover areas in which there is a likely gap to 
effectiveness and where not to have a practical starting point to improve the 
outsourcing effectiveness. The next chapter shows the presentation of findings to 
the twenty research questions and the difference within the groups.
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4 Presentation of Findings
The findings chapter will start with an overview about the split of replies in the 
different groups. The split of replies for full service supplier, agencies working for 
Ford and agencies working for full service supplier is below. The diagram shows 
how many persons are in each group of the sample and how many have been 
answering the questionnaire.
Figure 4.1: Percentage of replies in relation to sample size
No of Total Sample Full Service Supplier Agency working for Ford Agency working for FSS
replies (FSS)
Source: Field study
The questionnaire has also asked for the period the persons are belonging to the 
different areas, in the group “less than 3 years” are 25 persons, in group “between 
3 and 5 years" 10 persons, in group “between 5 and 8 years” 14 persons and the 
group “more than 8 years” 19 persons. This is done to be able to compare the 
answers to the survey questions to job experience.
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Figure 4.2: Number of replies in job experience groups
El less than 3 years : 25 persons
■ between 3 and 5 years : 10 persons
□ between 5 and 8 years: 14 persons
□ more than 8 years: 19 persons
Source: Field study
This split overview is followed by the presenting of findings for the twenty research 
questions. In each of the twenty subchapters the answer is presented for the 
complete sample. Then the answer is check for a difference within the engineering 
service groups (Full service suppliers, agencies working for Ford and agencies 
working for Full service supplier) and within the job experience groups (less the 3 
years, between 3 and 5 years, between 5 and 8 years and more than 8 years 
experience). For the convenience of the reader the result summary table is 
repeated to ease the reading of the rather huge data collection. The results and 
coding summary can be seen in appendix F. Each of the twenty questions will 
show first the overall result and then a comparison inside the engineering service 
and then inside the job experience groups. The sentence structure is kept similar to 
enable the reader to jump to the questions of interest. After looking at the result 
overview, the reader could jump to the more consice discussion in chapter 5 
(Discussions and Analysis, page 252), if the detailed presentation of findings is not 
the focus (now).
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Table 4.1: Survey result overview (Repeated)
Q.
No.
Short
Description Mean
Result
Definition
Research
question
confirmed
Difference Engineering 
Service Groups
Difference Job Experience 
Groups
1 Company target clear '3.84 Quite clear No No sig. diff No sig. diff
2 Customer target clear 3.66
Graps
understanding No
AgFord - FSS 
(Clear - Known) No sig. diff
3 Company target met ’ 3.62 Generally met No No sig. diff No sig. diff
4 Customer target met '3.47 Generally met No No sig. diff No sig. diff
5 Experience le\«l 3.59
Between average 
and good No No sig. diff
less 3 - bet. 5&8 
(average - good) 
bet. 3&5 - bet. 5&8 
(average - good)
6 Design meet requirement 3.24
Clearly meeting 
requirement Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
7 Right system filling 3.09 1 Modification No No sig. diff No sig. diff
8 Start efficiency '3.91 Much lower Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
9 Salary 32.77
32.77 Euro average 
payment No
AgFord - FSS 
(25.50Euro - 36.48Euro)
less 3 - bet. 5&8 
(22.63Euro-37.08Euro) 
less 3 - more 8 
(22.63Euro - 40.56Euro)
10 Money for service 47.87
47.87 Euro average 
payment No No sig. diff No sig. diff
11 Delivered on time 2.94 On time Yes
AgFord - FSS 
(On time/eariier - 
a little bit late) No sig. diff
12 Complain handling on time 2.68
Between too late 
and on time No No sig. diff No sig. diff
13 Relationship to Ford 2.70 Towards good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) No sig. diff
14 Relationship to FSS ’ 3.13 Good Yes No sig. diff No sig. diff
15 Relationship to AgFord 2.72 Towards good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) No sig. diff
16 Relationship to AgFss '2.88 Nearly good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
17 Trust to Ford 2.54
Between ok 
and good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) 
AgFord - FSS 
(Good - OK towards good) No sig. diff
18 Trust to FSS '2.78 Towards good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
19 Trust to AgFord 2.58
Between ok 
and good No
AgFord - AgFSS 
(Good - OK) 
AgFord - FSS 
(Good - OK towards good) No sig. diff
20 Trust to AgFss 2.54
Between ok 
and good No No sig. diff No sig. diff
* No sig. diff = No significant difference between the groups
Source: Field Study
4.1 Findings of Research Question 1: Is the company target clearly defined?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Is the company target clearly 
defined? From all replies (N=68) 6 persons skipped the question, 3 persons 
declared the company target as very unclear (coded with 1), 2 persons as unclear 
(Coded with 2), 12 persons as just known (Coded with 3), 30 persons as clear
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(Coded with 4) and 15 persons as very clear (Coded 5). The mean for the coded 
values is 3.84 with the standard deviation of 0.987. The mean is near to 4 which 
could be described as the company target is quite clear to the replying persons.
Figure 4.1.1: Distribution of answers about the clearness of company target
Is company target defined
Source: Field study
The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.63, 
Agency working for Full service supplier = 3.48 and Agency working for Ford =
4.11. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.84, the agency working for 
Ford are above average, while the other groups are near to the average. The 
average indicates that the company target is quite clear with a small gab to clear.
86
Figure 4.1.2: Differences between engineering services groups mean in answering 
whether the company target is clear
Is company target defined
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.1.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to 
evaluate differences in company target clearness
Descriptives
Is company target defined
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 4.11 .641 .123 3,86 4,36 3 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,78 .833 .278 3.14 4,42 2 5
Full Service Supplier 32 3,63 1,212 .214 3.19 4.06 1 5
Total 68 3,84 .987 .120 3,60 4,08 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity o f Variances
Is company target defined
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
5,637 2 65 ,006
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is violated, but the test of Welch and 
Brown-Forsythe is indicating that the tests are still meeting the requirements.
ANOVA
Is company target defined
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3,498 2 1,749 1,842 ,167
Within Groups 61,722 65 ,950
Total 65,221 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.167 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Is company target defined
Statistic0 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 2,126 2 22,363 ,143
Brown-Forsythe 2,150 2 39,382 ,130
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Is company target defined 
Tukey HSD____________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
0-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,333 ,375 ,649 -.57 1,23
Full Service Supplier ,486 ,255 ,144 -.12 1,10
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-.333
,153
,375
,368
,649
,909
-1,23
-,73
,57
1,03
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.486 ,255 ,144 -1,10 ,12
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.153 ,368 ,909 -1,03 ,73
Homogeneous Subsets
Is company target defined
Tukey HSDa,b
Subset
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Full Service Supplier 32 3,63
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,78
Agencies working for Ford 27 4,11
Sig. ,325
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.1.3: Mean plot of company target clearness for engineering service 
groups
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service groups on whether the company target 
is clear. Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full 
service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level scores for this three groups. The means for the job experience groups 
are for the group “less than 3 years = 4.04”, between 3 and 5 years = 3.70, 
between 5 and 8 years = 3.93 and more than 8 years = 3.58. If this is compared to 
the complete sample, mean 3.84, then the groups “less than 3 years” and 
“between 5 and 8 years” are above the average.
Figure: 4.1.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the company target is clear
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Table(s) 4.1.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups to 
evaluate differences in company target clearness
Descriptives
Is company target defined
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 4,04 ,539 ,108 3,82 4,26 3 5
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,70 1,059 ,335 2,94 4,46 2 5
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,93 ,917 ,245 3,40 4,46 2 5
more than 8 years 19 3,58 1,387 ,318 2,91 4,25 1 5
Total 68 3,84 ,987 ,120 3,60 4,08 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Is company target defined
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
6,894 3 64 ,000
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is violated, but the test of Welch and 
Brown-Forsythe is indicating that the tests are still meeting the requirements.
ANOVA
Is company target defined
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2,600 3 ,867 ,886 ,453
Within Groups 62,620 64 ,978
Total 65,221 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.453 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Is company target defined
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,823 3 24,610 ,494
Brown-Forsythe ,814 3 41,779 ,493
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Is company target defined 
Tukey HSD_____________________________
(I) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error S ig .
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,340 ,370 ,795 -,64 1,32
between 5 and 8 years ,111 ,330 ,987 -.76 ,98
more than 8 years ,461 ,301 ,425 -.33 1,26
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.340 ,370 ,795 -1,32 ,64
between 5 and 8 years -,229 ,410 ,944 -1,31 ,85
more than 8 years ,121 ,386 ,989 -.90 1,14
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.111 ,330 ,987 -,98 ,76
between 3 and 5 years ,229 ,410 ,944 -,85 1,31
more than 8 years ,350 ,348 ,748 -,57 1.27
more than 8 years less than 3 years -,461 ,301 ,425 -1,26 ,33
between 3 and 5 years -.121 ,386 ,989 -1,14 .90
between 5 and 8 years -,350 ,348 ,748 -1,27 ,57
Homogeneous Subsets
is company target defined?
Tukey HSD
No o f years in job N
Subset for 
alpha = 
.05
1
more than 8 years 19 3,58
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,70
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,93
less than 3 years 25 4,04
Sig. ,577
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.1.5: Mean plot of company target clearness for job experience groups
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group on whether the company target is 
clear. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.2 Findings of Research Question 2: Is the customer target clearly defined?
The next figure shows the answer distribution of the question: Is the customer 
target clearly defined. From all replies (N=68) 10 persons skipped the question, 2 
persons declared the company target as very unclear (coded with 1), 5 persons as 
unclear (Coded with 2), 15 persons as just known (Coded with 3), 24 persons as 
clear (Coded with 4) and 12 persons as very clear (Coded 5). The mean for the 
coded values is 3.66 with the standard deviation of 0.987. The mean is nearer to 4 
then 3, which could be described as the replying persons have a grasp 
understanding of the customer target.
Figure 4.2.1: Distribution of answers about the clearness of customer target
Is customer target defined
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are: Full service supplier = 3.38, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.56 and agency working for Ford = 
4.04. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.66, the agency working for 
Ford are above average.
Figure: 4.2.2: Differences between engineering service groups mean in answering 
whether the customer target is clear
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Table(s) 4.2.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to 
evaluate differences in customer target clearness
Descriptives
Is customer target defined
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 4,04 ,808 ,155 3,72 4,36 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,56 ,882 ,294 2,88 4,23 2 5
Full Service Supplier 32 3,38 1,070 ,189 2,99 3,76 1 5
Total 68 3,66 ,987 ,120 3,42 3,90 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Is customer target defined
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,126 2 65 ,127
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Is customer target defined
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups 6,535 2 3,268 3,619 ,032
Within Groups 58,685 65 ,903
Total 65,221 67
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.032 is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Is customer target defined
Statistic0 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 3,776 2 23,229 ,038
Brown-Forsythe 3,903 2 37,518 ,029
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Is customer target defined
(I) Job category 1 (J) Job category / 
Employee Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
( i - J I Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 
Full Service Supplier
,481
,662*
,366
,248
,391
,026
-,40
,07
1,36
1,26
Agencies working for Full Agencies working for Ford 
Service Supplier Full Service Supplier
-.481
,181
,366
,359
,391
,870
-1,36
-,68
,40
1,04
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford 
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
-.662*
-,181
,248
,359
,026
,870
-1,26
-1,04
-.07
,68
*■ The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
Homogeneous Subsets
Is customer target defined?
Tukey HSD
Subset for 
alpha = 
.05
Job category / Employee N 1
Full Service Supplier 
Agencies working for Full
32 3,38
Service Supplier
9 3,56
Agencies working for Ford 27 4,04
Sig. ,117
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pailant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.2.3: Mean plot of customer target clearness for engineering service
groups
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether the customer target is 
clear. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering service (Group 1: Full 
service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was a statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level in scores for the three engineering service groups [F(2, 65)=3.6, 
p=0.032]. The actual difference in mean scores between the groups means that for
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Full service supplier is “known”, while the agencies working for Ford is “clear”. The 
effect size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.1. Post-hoc comparisons using the 
Turkey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 1 (M=3.38; SD=1.07) 
was significantly different from Group 3 (M=4.04, SD=0.808). Group 2 (M=3.56, 
SD=0.882) did not differ significantly from either Group 1 or 3. The result 
presentation is adapted from SPSS Handbook (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214-220). The 
means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 3.56, “between 3 
and 5 years” = 3.90, “between 5 and 8 years” = 3.64 and “more than 8 years” = 
3.68. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.66, the groups are quit near to 
this mean.
Figure: 4.2.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the customer is clear
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Table(s) 4.2.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups to 
evaluate differences in customer target clearness
Descriptives
Is customer target defined
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 3,56 ,870 ,174 3,20 3,92 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,90 ,568 ,180 3,49 4,31 3 5
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,64 ,929 ,248 3,11 4,18 2 5
more than 8 years 19 3,68 1,336 ,306 3,04 4,33 1 5
Total 68 3,66 ,987 ,120 3,42 3,90 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Is customer target defined
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
3,661 3 64 ,017
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is violated, but the test of Welch and 
Brown-Forsythe are indicating that the tests are still meeting the requirements.
ANOVA
Is customer target defined
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F S i g .
Between Groups ,841 3 ,280 ,279 ,841
Within Groups 64,380 64 1,006
Total 65,221 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.841 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Is customer target defined
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,621 3 31,183 ,607
Brown-Forsythe ,309 3 50,878 ,819
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Dependent Variable: Is customer target defined
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years -.340 ,375 ,802 -1,33 ,65
between 5 and 8 years -,083 ,335 ,995 -,97 ,80
more than 8 years -.124 ,305 ,977 -.93 ,68
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years ,340 ,375 ,802 -,65 1,33
between 5 and 8 years ,257 ,415 ,926 -.84 1,35
more than 8 years ,216 ,392 ,946 -.82 1,25
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,083 ,335 ,995 -,80 ,97
between 3 and 5 years -,257 ,415 ,926 -1,35 ,84
more than 8 years -,041 ,353 ,999 -,97 ,89
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,124 ,305 ,977 -.68 ,93
between 3 and 5 years -.216 ,392 ,946 -1,25 ,82
between 5 and 8 years ,041 ,353 ,999 -,89 ,97
Homogeneous Subsets
Is customer target defined?
Tukey HSD
No of years in job N
Subset for 
alpha = 
.05
1
less than 3 years 25 3,56
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,64
more than 8 years 19 3,68
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,90
Sig. ,787
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
b The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.2.5: Mean plot of customer target clearness for job experience groups
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group on whether the customer target is 
clear. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
Grasp understanding 
of target
102
4.3 Findings of Research Question 3: Is the company target met?
The next figures show the distribution of the answers: is the company target met? 
From all replies (N=68) 6 persons skipped the question, 2 persons declared that 
they are behind the target (coded with 2), 21 persons declared that they have 
nearly met the target (Coded with 3), 37 persons as “have fully met” (Coded with 4) 
and 2 persons have exceeded the target (Coded 5). The mean for the coded 
values is 3.62 with the standard deviation of 0.599. The mean is between 3 and 4 
which could be described as the company target is generally met.
Figure 4.3.1: Distribution of answers whether the company target is met
Is the company target met?
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.63, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.44 and agency working for Ford = 
3.67. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.62, the groups are quit near to 
this mean.
Figure: 4.3.2: Differences between engineering service groups mean in answering 
whether the company target is met
Is th e  co m p an y  ta rg e t m et?
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.3.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to 
evaluate differences in meeting the company target
Descriptives
Are company target met
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,67 ,620 ,119 3,42 3,91 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,44 ,726 ,242 2,89 4,00 3 5
Full Service Supplier 32 3,63 ,554 ,098 3,43 3,82 2 4
Total 68 3,62 ,599 ,073 3,47 3,76 2 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Are company target met
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,416 2 65 ,661
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Are company target met
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sip.
Between Groups ,337 2 ,168 ,461 ,633
Within Groups 23,722 65 ,365
Total 24,059 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.633 shows a higher value than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Are company targ et met
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch
Brown-Forsythe
,328
,395
2
2
21,184
24,924
,724
,678
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependant Variable: Are company target met 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(l-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Sen/ice Supplier ,222 ,233 ,607 -,34 ,78
Full Service Supplier ,042 .158 ,962 -.34 ,42
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,222
-,181
,233
,228
,607
,709
-.78
-,73
,34
,37
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.042 ,158 ,962 -.42 ,34
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,181 ,228 ,709 -,37 ,73
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Homogeneous Subsets
Are company target met
Tukey H S tf |b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,44
Full Service Supplier 32 3,63
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,67
Sig. ,540
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.3.3: Mean plot for engineering service groups whether company target is 
met
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether the company target is 
met. Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full 
service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience groups 
are “less than 3 years” = 3.52, “between 3 and 5 years” = 3.60, “between 5 and 8 
years” = 3.71 and “more than 8 years” = 3.68. Compared to the complete sample, 
mean = 3.62, the groups are quit near to this mean.
Figure: 4.3.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the company target is met
Is the company target met?
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.3.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups to 
evaluate differences in meeting the company target
Descriptives
Are company target met
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 3,52 ,510 ,102 3.31 3,73 3 4
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,60 ,699 ,221 3,10 4,10 2 4
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,71 ,726 ,194 3,29 4,13 2 5
more than 8 years 19 3,68 ,582 ,134 3,40 3,96 3 5
Total 68 3,62 ,599 ,073 3,47 3,76 2 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Are company target met
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,186 3 64 ,905
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Are company target met
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,456 3 ,152 ,413 ,745
Within Groups 23,602 64 ,369
Total 24,059 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.745 is higher than 0.05.
R obust Tests o f Equality  o f M eans
Are company targ et met
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch
Brown-Forsythe
,432
,367
3
3
26,725
41,577
,732
,777
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Are company target met 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years -,080 ,227 ,985 -.68 ,52
between 5 and 8 years -,194 ,203 ,773 -,73 ,34
more than 8 years -,164 ,185 ,811 -.65 ,32
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years ,080 ,227 ,985 -.52 ,68
between 5 and 8 years -.114 ,251 ,969 -.78 ,55
more than 8 years -.084 ,237 ,985 -.71 .54
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,194 ,203 ,773 -.34 ,73
between 3 and 5 years ,114 ,251 ,969 -,55 ,78
more than 8 years ,030 ,214 ,999 -.53 ,59
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,164 ,185 ,811 -,32 ,65
between 3 and 5 years ,084 ,237 ,985 -.54 ,71
between 5 and 8 years -.030 ,214 ,999 -.59 ,53
Homogeneous Subsets
Are company target met
Tukey H S tf ,b_____________________
No of years in job N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
less than 3 years 25 3,52
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,60
more than 8 years 19 3,68
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,71
Sig. ,815
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
o f the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.3.5: Mean plot for job experience groups whether company target is met
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on whether the company target is 
met. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.4 Findings of Research Question 4: Is the customer target met?
The next figures show the distribution of the answers: Is the customer target met? 
From all replies (N=68) 10 persons skipped the question, 5 persons declared that 
they are behind the target (coded with 2), 21 persons as “have nearly met” (Coded 
with 3) and 32 persons as “have fully met” (Coded with 4). The mean for the coded 
values is 3.47 with the standard deviation of 0.634. The mean is between 3 and 4 
which could be described as the customer target is generally met.
Figure 4.4.1: Distribution of answers whether the customer target is met
Mean =3,47 
Std. Dev. =0,634 
N =68
1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5
Is the company target met?
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.44, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.33 and agency working for Ford = 
3.56. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.47, the groups are quit near to 
this met.
Figure: 4.4.2: Differences between engineering service groups mean in answering 
whether the customer target is met
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Table(s) 4.4.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to 
evaluate differences in meeting the customer target
De sc rip t ive s
95%  Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,56 .698 .134 3,28 3,83 2 4
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,33 .707 ,236 2.79 3,88 2 4
Full Service Supplier 32 3,44 .564 ,100 3,23 3,64 2 4
Total 68 3,47 ,634 .077 3,32 3,62 2 4
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Are customer target met
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,469 2 65 ,628
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Are customer target met
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,400 2 ,200 ,489 ,615
Within Groups 26,542 65 ,408
Total 26,941 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.615 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Are customer target met
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sip.
Welch ,409 2 21,495 ,670
Brown-Forsythe ,446 2 28,932 ,645
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Are customer target met 
Tukey HSD___________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
95% Confidence Interval
d-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,222 ,246 ,640 -.37 ,81
Full Service Supplier ,118 ,167 ,760 -.28 ,52
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,222
-.104
,246
,241
,640
,902
-.81
-.68
,37
.47
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.118 ,167 ,760 -.52 ,28
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,104 ,241 ,902 -.47 ,68
113
Are customer target met
Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey HSD1'11
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,33
Full Service Supplier 32 3,44
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,56
Sig. ,576
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.4.3: Mean plot for engineering service groups whether customer target is
met
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether the customer target is 
met. Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full 
service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience groups 
are “less than 3 years” = 3.28, “between 3 and 5 years” = 3.60, “between 5 and 8 
years” = 3.36 and “more than 8 years” = 3.74. Compared to the complete sample, 
mean = 3.47, there is a trend compared to the average that as higher the job 
experience as better the customer target is met.
Figure: 4.4.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the customer is met
Is the company target met?
Source: Field study
115
Table(s) 4.4.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups to 
evaluate differences in meeting the customer target
Descriptives
Are customer target met
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 3,28 ,737 ,147 2,98 3,58 2 4
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,60 ,516 ,163 3,23 3,97 3 4
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,36 ,497 ,133 3,07 3,64 3 4
more than 8 years 19 3,74 ,562 ,129 3,47 4,01 2 4
Total 68 3,47 ,634 ,077 3,32 3,62 2 4
Test of Homogeneity o f Variances
Are customer target met
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,203 3 64 ,096
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Are customer target met
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2,603 3 ,868 2,281 ,088
Within Groups 24,338 64 ,380
Total 26,941 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.088 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Are customer tare et met
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch
Brown-Forsythe
2,277
2,616
3
3
30,322
59,960
,100
,059
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Are customer target met 
Tukey HSD____________________________
(1) No of years in job (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years -,320 ,231 ,512 -.93 ,29
between 5 and 8 years -.077 ,206 ,982 -.62 ,47
more than 8 years -,457 ,188 ,081 -.95 ,04
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years ,320 ,231 ,512 -,29 ,93
between 5 and 8 years ,243 ,255 ,777 -.43 ,92
more than 8 years -,137 ,241 ,941 -.77 ,50
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,077 ,206 ,982 -,47 ,62
between 3 and 5 years -.243 ,255 ,777 -.92 ,43
more than 8 years -,380 ,217 ,308 -.95 ,19
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,457 ,188 ,081 -.04 ,95
between 3 and 5 years ,137 ,241 ,941 -.50 ,77
between 5 and 8 years ,380 ,217 ,308 -.19 ,95
Homogeneous Subsets
Is th e  co m p an y  ta rg e t m et?
Tukey H S lf'b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in job N 1
less than 3 years 25 3,28
between 5 and 8 years 14 3,36
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,60
more than 8 years 19 3,74
Sig. ,185
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.4.5: Mean plot for job experience groups whether customer target is met
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group on whether the customer target is met. 
Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full service 
supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency 
working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 
level scores for the three groups.
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4.5 Findings of Research Question 5: Is the actual experience matching the 
level of expected / required experience?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Is the actual experience 
matching the level of expected / required experience? From all replies (N=68) 10 
persons skipped the question, 4 persons declared it as “needing improvement” 
(Coded with 2), 22 persons as “average” (Coded with 3), 25 persons as “good” 
(Coded with 4) and 7 persons as “very good” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded 
values is 3.59 with the standard deviation of 0.777. The mean is in-between 3 and 
4, which indicates that the level of experience is in-between “average” and “good”.
Figure 4.5.1: Distribution of answers whether the experience is matching the 
required level
Level o f E xp erien ce
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.56, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.33 and agency working for Ford = 
3.70. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.59, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that the experience level is towards good.
Figure 4.5.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering 
whether the experience is matching the required level
Level of Experience
Source: Field study
c/>w
o'®—  CD
o
> ?o0)
n 9
J  O  (O  
=  raO
3 o m 
o E -2CD 3  3 L  
(Q  O  
*<  
CD 
CD
Table(s) 4.5.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to 
evaluate the level of required experience
Level of Experience
D e sc r ip t iv e s
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,70 .823 .158 3,38 4,03 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,33 ,866 .289 2,67 4.00 2 5
Full Service Supplier 32 3.56 .716 .127 3,30 3,82 2 5
Total 68 3,59 .777 ,094 3,40 3,78 2 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Level of Ex perience
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,097 2 65 ,908
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Level of Experience
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups ,966 2 ,483 ,795 ,456
Within Groups 39,505 65 ,608
Total 40,471 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.456 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Level of Experience
Statistic3 df1 df2 Siq.
Welch ,656 2 21,664 ,529
Brown-Forsythe ,726 2 28,684 ,493
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Level of Experience 
Tukey HSD________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
95% Confidence Interval
#kh Std. Error Siq. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,370 ,300 ,437 -,35 1,09
Full Service Supplier ,141 ,204 ,768 -,35 ,63
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-.370
-,229
,300
,294
,437
.717
-1,09
-,93
,35
,48
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.141 ,204 ,768 -.63 ,35
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,229 ,294 ,717 -.48 ,93
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Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey H S tf'b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
Job category /  Employee N 1
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,33
Full Service Supplier 32 3,56
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,70
Sig. ,361
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.5.3: Mean plot for engineering service groups whether the experience is 
matching the required level
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service groups on whether the experience is 
matching the required level. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering 
service (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service 
supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job 
experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 3.36, “between 3 and 5 years” = 3.10, 
“between 5 and 8 years” = 4.14 and “more than 8 years” = 3.74. Compared to the 
complete sample, mean = 3.59, the job experience groups with “less than 3 years” 
and “between 3 and 5 years” are below the mean, which indicates that the 
experience level are above average, but not good. The groups “between 5 and 8 
years” and “more than 8 years” experience are above the mean and this result 
indicates that their experience level is around good.
Figure: 4.5.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the experience is matching the required level
Level of Experience
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.5.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups to 
evaluate the level of required experience
Descrlptives
Level of Experience
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 3,36 ,810 ,162 3,03 3,69 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,10 ,568 ,180 2,69 3,51 2 4
between 5 and 8 years 14 4,14 ,663 ,177 3,76 4,53 3 5
more than 8 years 19 3,74 ,653 ,150 3,42 4,05 3 5
Total 68 3,59 ,777 ,094 3,40 3,78 2 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Level of Experience
Levene
Statistic df1 df2
1,592 3 64 ,200
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Level of Experience
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8,412 3 2,804 5,598 ,002
Within Groups 32,058 64 ,501
Total 40,471 67
Remark: A significant difference is indicated with Sig.= 0.002 smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Level of Experience
Statistic0 dfl df2 Sig.
Welch 6,436 3 30,275 ,002
Brown-Forsythe 6,246 3 60,044 ,001
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Level of Experience 
Tukey HSD________________________
(I) No of years in job (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
... Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,260 ,265 .760 -.44 ,96
between 5 and 8 years -.783* ,236 ,008 -1,41 -.16
more than 8 years -.377 ,215 .307 -.95 ,19
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.260 ,265 .760 -.96 .44
between 5 and 8 years -1,043* ,293 ,004 -1,82 -.27
more than 8 years -.637 ,277 ,108 -1,37 ,09
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,783* ,236 ,008 ,16 1,41
between 3 and 5 years 1,043* ,293 ,004 .27 1,82
more than 8 years ,406 .249 ,370 -.25 1,06
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,377 ,215 ,307 -.19 ,95
between 3 and 5 years ,637 ,277 ,108 -.09 1,37
between 5 and 8 years -.406 ,249 ,370 -1,06 .25
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Homogeneous Subsets
Level o f Experience
Tukey HSC?,b
No of years in job N
Subset for alpha = .05
1 2
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,10
less than 3 years 25 3,36
more than 8 years 19 3,74 3,74
between 5 and 8 years 14 4,14
Sig. ,073 ,398
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
t>- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of 
the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.5.5: Mean plot for job experience groups whether the experience is 
matching the required level
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on whether the experience is 
matching the required level. Subjects were divided into four groups according to 
their level of experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 
years; Group 3: between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was a 
statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job 
experience groups [F(3, 64)=5,598, p=0.002j. Statistical significance is reached 
between one group and 2 others. The actual differences in scores between the 
groups indicate a trend of increasing experience with increasing job experience. 
The effect size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.208. Post-hoc comparisons 
using the Turkey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 1 (M=3.36; 
SD=0.81) was significantly different from Group 3 (M=4.14, SD=0.663) and Group 
2 (M=3.10; SD=0.568) was also significantly different from Group 3 (M=4.14, 
SD=0.663). Group 4 (M=3.74, SD=0.653) did not differ significantly from either 
Group 1,2 or 3 (Adapted from Pallant, 2003, pp. 214-220).
4.6 Findings of Research Question 6: Does the design meet the 
requirements?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Does the design meet the 
requirements? From all replies (N=68) 11 persons skipped the question, 5 persons 
declared that the question is not applicable (no code), 7 persons declared it as 
“needing improvement” (Coded with 2), 25 persons as “meeting the requirement” 
(Coded with 3), 10 persons as “exceeding requirement” (Coded with 4) and 4 
persons as “excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 3.24 with the 
standard deviation of 0.79. The mean is near to 3, which indicates that the design 
is clearly meeting the requirements.
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Figure 4.6.1: Distribution of answers whether the design meets the requirement
Self design efficiency
S ource: F ield s tud y
The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.20, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.29 and agency working for Ford = 
3.25. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.24, the groups are near to the 
mean.
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Figure 4.6.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering
whether the design meets the requirement
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Table(s) 4.6.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
whether the design meets the requirements
Descriptives
Self design efficiency
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 24 3,25 ,737 ,150 2,94 3,56 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,29 1,113 .421 2,26 4,31 2 5
Full Service Supplier 20 3,20 ,768 .172 2,84 3,56 2 5
Total 51 3,24 ,790 .111 3,01 3,46 2 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Self design efficiency
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
1,454 2 48 ,244
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Self design efficiency
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups ,048 2 ,024 ,037 ,964
Within Groups 31,129 48 ,649
Total 31,176 50
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.964 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Self design efficiency
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,031 2 15,391 ,969
Brown-Forsythe ,028 2 14,654 ,972
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Self design efficiency 
Tukey HSD_________________________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
0-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.036 ,346 ,994 -.87 ,80
Full Service Supplier ,050 ,244 ,977 -.54 ,64
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
,036
,086
,346
,354
,994
,968
-.80
-,77
,87
,94
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.050 ,244 ,977 -.64 ,54
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -,086 ,354 ,968 -.94 ,77
129
Self design e ffic iency
Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey HSCf'b
Subset
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Full Service Supplier 20 3,20
Agencies working for Ford 24 3,25
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,29
Sig. ,961
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,792.
t>. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.6.3 Mean plot for engineering service groups whether the design meets 
the requirement
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether the design meets the 
requirement. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering service (Group 
1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience groups 
are “less than 3 years” = 3.32, “between 3 and 5 years” = 3.29, “between 5 and 8 
years" = 3.50 and “more than 8 years” = 2.85. Compared to the complete sample, 
mean = 3.24, the job experience groups with less than 8 years are above the 
mean, which indicates that they meet the requirements. The group with more then 
8 years job experience is a little bit below meeting the requirements.
Figure: 4.6.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the design meets the requirement
Self design efficiency
Source: Field study
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Descriptives
Table(s) 4.6.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups whether
the design meets the requirements
Self design efficiency
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 19 3,32 ,671 ,154 2,99 3,64 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 7 3,29 ,756 ,286 2,59 3,98 2 4
between 5 and 8 years 12 3,50 ,798 ,230 2,99 4,01 3 5
more than 8 years 13 2,85 ,899 ,249 2,30 3,39 2 5
Total 51 3,24 ,790 ,111 3,01 3,46 2 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Self design efficiency
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,270 3 47 ,846
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Self design efficiency
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2,950 3 ,983 1,638 ,193
Within Groups 28,226 47 ,601
Total 31,176 50
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.193 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality o f Means
Self design efficiency
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
W elch 1,243 3 19,823 ,321
Brown-Forsythe 1,583 3 35,948 ,210
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Self design efficiency 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(1) No of years in job (J) No of years In iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,030 ,343 1,000 -.88 ,94
between 5 and 8 years -,184 ,286 ,917 -,95 ,58
more than 8 years ,470 ,279 ,344 -.27 1,21
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -,030 ,343 1,000 -,94 ,88
between 5 and 8 years -.214 ,369 ,937 -1,20 ,77
more than 8 years ,440 ,363 ,624 -,53 1,41
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,184 ,286 ,917 -,58 ,95
between 3 and 5 years ,214 ,369 ,937 -.77 1,20
more than 8 years ,654 ,310 ,166 -.17 1,48
more than 8 years less than 3 years -,470 ,279 ,344 -1,21 ,27
between 3 and 5 years -,440 ,363 ,624 -1,41 ,53
between 5 and 8 years -.654 ,310 ,166 -1,48 ,17
Homogeneous Subsets
S elf design effic iency
Tukey HSCf'b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in job N 1
more than 8 years 13 2,85
between 3 and 5 years 7 3,29
less than 3 years 19 3,32
between 5 and 8 years 12 3,50
Sig. ,202
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,244.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.6.5: Mean plot for job experience groups whether the design meets the 
requirement
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on whether the design meets the 
requirement. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of 
experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: 
between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job experience 
groups.
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4.7 Findings of Research Question 7: Are the systems filled first time right all 
the time?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Are the systems filled first 
time right all the time? From all replies (N=68) 12 persons skipped the question, 5 
persons declared that the question is not applicable (no code), 3 persons declared 
it as “always” (Coded with 1), 22 persons declared it as “sometimes 1 modification” 
(Coded with 2), 6 persons as “always 1 modification” (Coded with 3), 6 persons as 
“2 modifications” (Coded with 4) and 9 persons as “more than 2 modifications” 
(Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 3.09 with the standard deviation of 
1.297. The mean is near to 3, which indicates that while filling the system always 
one modification is needed.
Figure 4.7.1: Distribution of answers whether the systems are filled first time right 
all the time
System usage efficiency
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.10, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.86 and agency working for Ford = 
3.16. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.09, the groups are near to the 
mean.
Figure 4.7.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering 
whether the systems are filled first time right all the time
System usage efficiency
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.7.1: Analysis of variance if systems are filled right first time by three 
engineering service groups
D e sc r ip t iv e s
System usage efficiency
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 19 3.16 1,385 ,318 2,49 3,83 1 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,86 1,215 ,459 1,73 3,98 1 4
Full Service Supplier 20 3,10 1,294 .289 2,49 3,71 2 5
Total 46 3,09 1,297 .191 2,70 3,47 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
System usage efficiency
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,328 2 43 ,722
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
System usage efficiency
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,469 2 ,234 ,134 ,875
Within Groups 75,183 43 1,748
Total 75,652 45
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.875 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
System usage efficiency
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,145 2 17,733 ,866
Brown-Forsythe ,141 2 29,175 ,869
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: System usage efficiency 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(l-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,301 ,585 ,865 -1,12 1.72
Full Service Supplier ,058 ,424 ,990 -.97 1,09
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,301
-,243
,585
,581
,865
,908
-1.72
-1,65
1,12
1,17
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.058 ,424 ,990 -1,09 ,97
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,243 ,5B1 ,908 -1,17 1,65
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System usage efficiency
Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey HSDib
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
Job category 1 Employee N 1
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,86
Full Service Supplier 20 3,10
Agencies working for Ford 19 3,16
Sig. ,841
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,221. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.7.3: Mean plot for engineering service groups whether the systems are 
filled first time right all the time
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service groups on whether the systems are 
filled first time right all the time. Subjects were divided into three engineering 
service groups (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full 
service supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p < 0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means 
for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years" = 3.07, “between 3 and 5 
years" = 3.00, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.67 and “more than 8 years” = 3.58. 
Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.09, the job experience groups with 
less than 3 years and between 3 and 5 years are near to the mean, which indicates 
that they need always one modification. The group between 5 and 8 years are 
below the mean and could be descript as using one modification, but not always. 
The group with more than 8 years experience was above the mean and this result 
indicates that they need one to two modifications.
Figure: 4.7.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering 
whether the systems are filled first time right all the time
0)
3
CO
System usage efficiency
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.7.2: Analysis of variance if systems are filled right first time by four job 
experience groups
Descriptives
System usage efficiency
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 3,07 1,223 ,316 2,39 3,74 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 7 3,00 1,155 ,436 1,93 4,07 2 5
between 5 and 8 years 12 2,67 1,073 ,310 1,98 3,35 2 5
more than 8 years 12 3,58 1,621 ,468 2,55 4,61 1 5
Total 46 3,09 1,297 ,191 2,70 3,47 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
System usage efficiency
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,799 3 42 ,052
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
System usage efficiency
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5,136 3 1,712 1,020 ,394
Within Groups 70,517 42 1,679
Total 75,652 45
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.394 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
System usage efficiency
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,861 3 19,965 ,478
Brown-Forsythe 1,041 3 35,024 ,386
a Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: System usage efficiency 
Tukey HSD_____________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,067 ,593 ,999 -1,52 1,65
between 5 and 8 years ,400 ,502 ,855 -,94 1,74
more than 8 years -.517 ,502 ,733 -1,86 ,83
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.067 ,593 ,999 -1,65 1,52
between 5 and 8 years ,333 ,616 ,948 -1,32 1,98
more than 8 years -.583 ,616 ,780 -2,23 1,07
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.400 ,502 ,855 -1,74 ,94
between 3 and 5 years -.333 ,616 ,948 -1,98 1,32
more than 8 years -,917 ,529 ,320 -2,33 ,50
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,517 ,502 ,733 -,83 1,86
between 3 and 5 years ,583 ,616 ,780 -1,07 2,23
between 5 and 8 years ,917 ,529 ,320 -,50 2,33
Homogeneous Subsets
System usage efficiency
Tukey HSDa'b
No of years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
between 5 and 8 years 12 2,67
between 3 and 5 years 7 3,00
less than 3 years 15 3,07
more than 8 years 12 3,58
Sig. ,373
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 10,633.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.7.5: Mean plot for job experience groups whether the systems are filled
first time right all the time
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on whether the systems are filled first 
time right all the time. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their 
level of experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; 
Group 3: between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no 
statistically significant difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job 
experience groups.
142
4.8 Findings of Research Question 8: What is the efficiency at the start 
versus the end of a project?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: What is the efficiency at the 
start versus the end of a project? From all replies (N=68) 8 persons skipped the 
question, 23 persons declared that the efficiency is “equal” (coded with 1), 17 
persons declared it as “little bit lower” (Coded with 2), 15 persons as “lower” 
(Coded with 3), 4 persons as “much lower” (Coded with 4) and 1 person as very 
much lower (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 3.91 with the standard 
deviation of 1.004. The mean is near to 4, which indicates that the efficiency is 
much lower at the start of a project.
Figure 4.8.1: Distribution of answers whether the efficiency is different between the 
start versus the end of a project
Effciency at the start
Mean =3,91 
Std. Dev. =1,004 
N =68
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.81, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.44 and agency working for Ford = 
4.19. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.91, the groups “full service 
supplier” and “Agency working for Ford” are near to the mean, which means a 
much lower efficiency at the start. The group “Agency working for Full service 
supplier” can be categorised as just lower efficiency.
Figure 4.8.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering 
whether the efficiency is different between the start versus the end of a project
Effciency at the start
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.8.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups to
evaluate efficiency differences between the start versus the end of a project
Descriptives
Effciency at the start
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 4,19 1,075 ,207 3,76 4,61 1 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,44 1,014 ,338 2,67 4,22 2 5
Full Service Supplier 32 3,81 ,896 ,158 3,49 4,14 2 5
Total 68 3,91 1,004 ,122 3,67 4,15 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
E ffc ien cy  a t the  s ta rt
Levene
S ta tis tic df1 df2 S ig .
,148 2 65 ,863
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Effciency at the start
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sly.
Between Groups 4,299 2 2,150 2,212 ,118
W ithin Groups 63,171 65 ,972
Total 67,471 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.118 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
E ffc iency a t the  start
S ta tis tic3 df1 df2 Sig.
W e lch 1,947 2 22,146 ,166
B row n-Forsythe 2,135 2 32,729 ,134
a- A sym pto tica lly  F d is tribu ted.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Effciency at the start 
Tukey HSD_________________________
(1) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(i-Ji Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,741 ,379 ,132 -.17 1,65
Full Service Supplier ,373 ,258 ,323 -,25 ,99
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,741
-,368
,379
,372
,132
,586
-1,65
-1,26
,17
,52
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.373 ,258 ,323 -,99 ,25
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,368 ,372 ,586 -.52 1,26
Homogeneous Subsets
Effciency at the start
Tukey H S if 'b
Subset | 
fo r alpha 
= .05
Job category /  Employee N 1
Agencies working fo r Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,44
Full Service Supplier 32 3,81
Agencies working for Ford 27 4,19
Sig. ,084
Means fo r groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a - Uses Harm onic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harm onic mean 
o f the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
S ource : F ield s tud y  based  on P a llan t (2003, pp. 21 4 -2 20 )
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Figure 4.8.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result whether the efficiency
is different between the start versus the end of a project
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service groups on whether the efficiency is 
different between the start and the end of a project. Subjects were divided into 
three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency 
working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no 
statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. 
The means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 3.76, “between 
3 and 5 years” = 3.60, “between 5 and 8 years” = 4.14 and “more than 8 years” = 
4.11. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.91, the groups are quite near to 
the mean, while the groups with lower experience seem to have a smaller gap 
between the efficiency at the start versus the end.
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Figure: 4.8.4: Differences between job experience groups mean in answering
whether the efficiency is different between the start versus the end of a project
Effciency at the start
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
Table(s) 4.8.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about 
efficiency differences between the start versus the end of a project
Descriptives
Effciency at the start
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
less than 3 years 25 3.76 1.234 ,247 3,25 4.27 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 10 3.60 ,699 .221 3,10 4,10 3 5
between 5 and 8 years 14 4,14 .663 .177 3,76 4,53 3 5
more than 8 years 19 4.11 .994 .228 3,63 4.58 2 5
Total 68 3,91 1,004 .122 3,67 4,15 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Effciency at the start
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
i 4,983 3 64 ,004
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is violated, but the test of Welch and 
Brown-Forsythe are indicating that the tests are still meeting the requirements.
ANOVA
Effciency at the start
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sip.
Between Groups 3,007 3 1,002 ,995 ,401
Within Groups 64,464 64 1,007
Total 67,471 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.401 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Effciency at the start
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 1,513 3 31,603 ,230
Brown-Forsythe 1,232 3 62,397 ,306
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Effciency at the start 
Tukey HSD________________________
(I) No of years in job (J) No of years in job
Mean 
Difference 
■>- . : Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,160 ,376 ,974 -.83 1,15
between 5 and 8 years -,383 ,335 ,665 -1.27 ,50
more than 8 years -.345 ,305 ,672 -1,15 ,46
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.160 ,376 ,974 -1,15 ,83
between 5 and 8 years -.543 ,416 ,562 -1,64 ,55
more than 8 years -.505 ,392 ,573 -1,54 ,53
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,383 ,335 ,665 -,50 1,27
between 3 and 5 years ,543 ,416 ,562 -.55 1,64
more than 8 years ,038 ,353 1,000 -,89 .97
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,345 ,305 ,672 -,46 1,15
between 3 and 5 years ,505 ,392 ,573 -.53 1,54
between 5 and 8 years -,038 ,353 1,000 -,97 ,89
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Homogeneous Subsets
Effciency at the start 
Tukey HSC?'b_________________
No of years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
between 3 and 5 years 10 3,60
less than 3 years 25 3,76
more than 8 years 19 4,11
between 5 and 8 years 14 4,14
Sig. ,450
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.8.5: Mean plot for job experience groups about efficiency differences 
between the start versus the end of a project
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on whether the efficiency is different 
between the start and the end of a project. Subjects were divided into four groups 
according to their level of experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: 
between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 
years). There was no statistically significant difference at the p < 0.05 level in 
scores for the four job experience groups.
4.9 Findings of Research Question 9: How much money do you get from your 
company?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How much money do you 
get from your company? From all replies (N=68) 10 persons skipped the question,
7 persons declared "no answer" (no code), 7 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 0 
-  25 Euro" (Coded with 15), 7 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 25,01 -  35 Euro" 
(Coded with 30), 2 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 35,01 -4 5  Euro" (Coded 
with 40) and 1 person declared it as “Hourly rate: 45,01 -  or over" (Coded with 55). 
The mean for the coded values is 32.77 with the standard deviation of 14.769. The 
mean indicates an hourly rate of 32.77 Euro, which is a yearly salary of about 
56340 Euro.
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Figure 4.9.1: Distribution of answers regarding the individual salaries
Mean =32,77 
Std. Dev. =14,769 
N =56
Money from own company
Source: Field study
The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 36.48, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 37.78 and agency working for Ford = 
25.50. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 32.77, the full service supplier 
and the agency working for full service supplier are above the mean at about 37 
Euro per hour, while the "Agency working for Ford" group is below the mean at 
25,50 Euro per hour.
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Figure 4.9.2: Differences between engineering service groups in individual salary
Money from own company
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.9.1: Analysis of variance of individual salary differences inside three 
engineering service groups
D e sc r ip t iv e s
Money from own company
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 25,50 11,344 2,537 20,19 30,81 15 55
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 37,78 17,341 5,780 24,45 51,11 15 55
Full Service Supplier 27 36,48 14,532 2,797 30,73 42,23 15 55
Total 56 32,77 14,769 1,974 28,81 36,72 15 55
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Money from own company
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,534 2 53 ,089
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Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Money from own company
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups 1654,686 2 827.343 4,240 ,020
Within Groups 10341,296 53 195,119
Total 11995,982 55
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 0.020 
is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Money from own company
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 4,800 2 20,659 ,019
Brown-Forsythe 3,723 2 22,495 ,040
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Money from own company 
Tukey HSD________________________________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
95% Confidence Interval
_ (W ) _ Std. Error . . .  Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Sen/ice Supplier -12,278 5,607 ,082 -25,80 1,24
Full Service Supplier -10,981* 4,121 ,027 -20,92 -1,04
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Sen/ice Supplier
12,278
1,296
5,607
5,376
,082
,968
-1,24
-11,67
25,80
14,26
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford 10,981* 4,121 ,027 1,04 20,92
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -1,296 5,376 ,968 -14,26 11,67
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
Homogeneous Subsets
Money from own company
Tukey H S tf'b
Job category /  Employee N
Subset for alpha ■ .05
1 2
Agencies working for Ford 20 25,50
Full Service Supplier 27 36,48 36,48
Agencies working for Full
Service Supplier
Sig. ,087 ,965
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size =  15,140. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the 
group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
quaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.9.3: Mean plot of individual salary of engineering service groups
Euro per hour
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full Full Service Supplier
Service Supplier
Job category I Employee
Source: Field study
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether there is difference in 
individual salary. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering service 
(Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; 
Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was a statistically significant difference 
at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the three engineering service groups 
[F(2,53)=4.24, p=0.020]. The actual difference in mean scores between the groups 
means that Full service supplier get about 10,98 Euros less than the agencies 
working for Ford. The effect size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.14. Post-hoc 
comparisons using the Turkey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 1
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(M=36.48; SD=14.532) was significantly different from Group 3 (M=25.50,
SD=11.344). Group 2 (M=37.78, SD=17.341) did not differ significantly from either 
Group 1 or 3 (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214 -220). The means for the job experience 
groups are “less than 3 years” = 22.63, “between 3 and 5 years” = 32.86, “between 
5 and 8 years” = 37.08 and “more than 8 years” = 40.56. Compared to the 
complete sample, mean = 32.77, the job experience groups with less than 3 years 
is clearly below the mean. The group between 3 and 5 years is near to the mean. 
And the groups “between 5 and 8 years” and “more than 8 years” experience were 
above the mean.
Figure 4.9.4: Differences between job experience groups in individual salary
10 20 30 40 50 60
M oney fro m  ow n com p an y
S ource : F ield s tudy
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Table(s) 4.9.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the 
individual salary differences
D escrip tives
Money from own company
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 19 22,63 10,720 2,459 17,46 27,80 15 55
between 3 and 5 years 7 32,86 12,199 4,611 21,58 44,14 15 55
between 5 and 8 years 12 37,08 13,892 4,010 28,26 45,91 15 55
more than 8 years 18 40,56 14,642 3,451 33,27 47,84 15 55
Total 56 32,77 14,769 1,974 28,81 36,72 15 55
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Money from own company
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
1,357 3 52 ,266
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Money from own company
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3267,343 3 1089,114 6,488 ,001
Within Groups 8728,639 52 167,858
Total 11995,982 55
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.001 is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
M oney from  own com pany
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
W elch 6,792 3 20,961 ,002
Brown-Forsythe 6,493 3 39,075 ,001
a- Asym pto tica lly F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Money from own company 
Tukey HSD______________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
ik h Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years -10,226 5,728 ,292 -25,43 4,98
between 5 and 8 years -14,452* 4,777 ,020 -27,13 -1,77
more than 8 years -17,924* 4,261 ,001 -29,23 -6,61
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years 10,226 5,728 ,292 -4,98 25,43
between 5 and 8 years -4,226 6,162 ,902 -20,58 12,13
more than 8 years -7,698 5,771 ,546 -23,02 7,62
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years 14,452* 4,777 ,020 1,77 27,13
between 3 and 5 years 4,226 6,162 ,902 -12,13 20,58
more than 8 years -3,472 4,828 ,889 -16,29 9,34
more than 8 years less than 3 years 17,924* 4,261 ,001 6,61 29,23
between 3 and 5 years 7,698 5,771 ,546 -7,62 23,02
between 5 and 8 years 3,472 4,828 ,889 -9,34 16,29
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
Homogeneous Subsets
M oney from  own com pany
Tukey H S t f 'b
Subset fo r  a lpha = .05
No o f years in job N 1 2
less than 3 years 19 22,63
between 3 and 5 years 7 32,86 32,86
between 5 and 8 years 12 37,08
m ore than 8 years 18 40,56
Sig. ,228 ,473
M eans fo r groups in hom ogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harm onic Mean Sam ple Size = 11,963.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harm onic m ean o f 
the group sizes is used. Type I erro r levels are not 
guaranteed.
S ource : F ie ld s tudy  based  on P a llan t (2003, pp. 214 -220 )
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Figure 4.9.5: Mean plot of job experience groups individual salary
Euro per hour
No of years in job
S ource: F ie ld s tudy
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience groups on individual salary difference. 
Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was a statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups [F(3, 
52)=6.49, p=.001j. Statistical significance is reached between one group and two 
others. The actual differences in scores between the groups indicate a trend of 
increasing hourly payment with increasing job experience. The effect size, 
calculated using eta squared, was 0.27. Post-hoc comparisons using the Turkey
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HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 1 (M=22.63; SD=10.720) was 
significantly different from Group 3 (M=37.08, SD=13.892) and Group 1 (M=22.63; 
SD=10.720) was also significantly different from Group 4 (M=40.56, SD=14.642). 
Group 2 (M=32.86, SD=12.199) did not differ significantly from either Group 1,3 or 
4 (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214 - 220).
4.10 Findings of Research Question 10: How much money does your 
company gets for the service you give?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How much money does your 
company gets for the service you give? From all replies (N=68) 12 persons skipped 
the question, 10 persons declared "no answer" (no code), 2 persons declared it as 
“Hourly rate: 0 - 2 5  Euro" (Coded with 15), 0 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 
25,01 -  35 Euro" (Coded with 30), 16 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 35,01 -  
45 Euro" (Coded with 40) and 28 persons declared it as “Hourly rate: 45,01 -  or 
over" (Coded with 55). The mean for the coded values is 47.87 with the standard 
deviation of 10.04. The mean indicates an hourly rate of 47.87Euro, which will be a 
yearly salary of about 82336 Euro.
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Figure 4.10.1: Distribution of answers about how much money does your company
get for the service
Money for service
S ource: F ield s tudy
The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 50.00, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 50.71 and agency working for Ford = 
43.44. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 47.87, the Full service supplier 
and the agency working for full service supplier are above the mean at about 50 
Euro per hour, while the "Agency working for Ford" group is below the mean at 
about 43 Euro per hour.
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Figure 4.10.2: Differences between engineering service groups in how much
money does your company gets for the service
M oney fo r serv ice
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
Table(s) 4.10.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about individual salary differences
Descriptives
Money for service
9 5 %  Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 16 43.44 13,256 3,314 36,37 50,50 15 55
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
7 50,71 7,319 2,766 43,95 57,48 40 55
Full Service Supplier 24 50,00 7,223 1,474 46,95 53,05 40 55
Total 47 47,87 10,040 1,465 44,92 50,82 15 55
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Money for service
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,520 2 44 ,092
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Money for service
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 479,868 2 239,934 2,539 ,090
Within Groups 4157,366 44 94,486
Total 4637,234 46
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.090 is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Money for service
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 1,736 2 16,305 ,207
Brown-Forsythe 2,566 2 27,535 ,095
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Money for service 
Tukey HSD_____________________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
( i-J . Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -7,277 4,405 ,235 -17,96 3,41
Full Sen/ice Supplier -6,563 3,137 ,103 -14,17 1,05
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
7,277
,714
4,405
4,176
,235
,984
-3,41
-9,41
17,96
10,84
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford 6,563 3,137 ,103 -1,05 14,17
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.714 4,176 ,984 -10,84 9,41
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Money for service
Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey H Stf,b
Subset
for alpha
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Ford 16 43,44
Full Service Supplier 24 50,00
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 50,71
Sig. ,167
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,145.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
S ource : F ield s tudy based  on P a llan t (2003, pp. 214 -220 )
Figure 4.10.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about how much 
money does your company gets for the service
Euro per hour
Service Supplier 
Job  ca teg o ry  I Em ployee
Source: Field study
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on how much money does your 
company gets for the service. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering 
service (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service 
supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p < 0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job 
experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 43.57, “between 3 and 5 years” = 
40.83, “between 5 and 8 years” = 52.27 and “more than 8 years” = 51.25. 
Compared to the complete sample, mean = 47.87, the job experience groups with 
less than 3 years and between 3 and 5 years are below the mean. The group 
“between 5 and 8 years” and “more than 8 years” experience are above the mean.
Figure 4.10.4: Differences between job experience groups in how much money 
your company gets for the service
O
cQ)=>CT<D
ED *■+
M oney fo r serv ice
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.10.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the
company income differences
Descriptives
Money for service
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 14 43,57 10,995 2,938 37,22 49,92 15 55
between 3 and 5 years 6 40,83 14,634 5,974 25,48 56,19 15 55
between 5 and 8 years 11 52,27 6.06B 1,830 48,20 56,35 40 55
more than 8 years 16 51,25 6,708 1,677 47,68 54,82 40 55
Total 47 47,87 10,040 1,465 44,92 50,82 15 55
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Money for service
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
1,424 3 43 ,249
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Money for service
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 951,790 3 317,263 3,702 ,019
Within Groups 3685,444 43 85,708
Total 4637,234 46
Remark: This table shows a significant difference between the groups, but by 
checking the post hoc test table there is not a significant difference, because the 
post hoc test shows a higher value in the column “sig.” than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Money for service
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 2,844 3 16,552 ,069
Brown-Forsythe 2,888 3 14,156 ,072
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Money for service 
Tukey HSD______________________
(1) No of years in job (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years 2,738 4,517 ,930 -9,33 14,81
between 5 and 8 years -8,701 3,730 ,106 -18,67 1,27
more than 8 years -7,679 3,388 ,122 -16,73 1,38
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -2,738 4,517 ,930 -14,81 9,33
between 5 and 8 years -11,439 4,699 ,086 -24,00 1.12
more than 8 years -10,417 4,432 ,103 -22,26 1,43
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years 8,701 3,730 ,106 -1,27 18,67
between 3 and 5 years 11,439 4,699 ,086 -1,12 24,00
more than 8 years 1,023 3,626 ,992 -8,67 10,71
more than 8 years less than 3 years 7,679 3,388 ,122 -1,38 16,73
between 3 and 5 years 10,417 4,432 ,103 -1,43 22,26
between 5 and 8 years -1,023 3,626 ,992 -10,71 8,67
Homogeneous Subsets
Money for service
Tukey HS[f'b
Subset for alpha = .05
No of years in iob N 1 2
between 3 and 5 years 6 40,83
less than 3 years 14 43,57 43,57
more than 8 years 16 51,25 51,25
between 5 and 8 years 11 52,27
Sig. ,067 ,162
Means for groups In homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 10,217. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of 
the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.10.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about how much money
does your company gets for the service.
Euro per hour
No of years in job
Source: Field study
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of job experience group about how much money does your company gets 
for the service. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of 
experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: 
between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience 
groups.
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4.11 Findings of Research Question 11: Is the task delivered on time?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Is the task delivered on 
time? From all replies (N=68) 10 persons skipped the question, 1 person declared 
that the task is delivered much too late (coded with 1), 12 persons declared it as 
“delivered to late” (Coded with 2), 36 persons as “on time” (Coded with 3), 7 
persons as “earlier delivered” (Coded with 4) and 2 persons as “much earlier 
delivered” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 2.94 with the standard 
deviation of 0.731. The mean is near to 3, which indicates that the task is delivered 
on time.
Figure 4.11.1: Distribution of answers whether the task is delivered on time
Time for task
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.69, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.00 and agency working for Ford = 
3.22. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.94, the groups are near to the 
mean.
Figure 4.11.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering 
whether the task is delivered on time
Tim e fo r task
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
Table(s) 4.11.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
whether the task is delivered on time
Descriptives
Time for task
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,22 ,801 .154 2,91 3,54 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 3,00 1,000 .333 2.23 3.77 1 4
Full Service Supplier 32 2,69 .471 ,083 2,52 2,86 2 3
Total 68 2,94 .731 .089 2,76 3,12 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Time for task
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
1,842 2 65 ,167
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Time for task ___
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 4,223 2 2,112 4,351 ,017
Within Groups 31,542 65 ,485
Total 35,765 67
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 0.017 
is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Time for task
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 4,656 2 19,099 ,023
Brown-Forsythe 3,079 2 18,757 ,070
a Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Time for task
Tukey HSD___________________________________ ___________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
ft* Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 
Full Service Supplier
,222
,535*
,268
,182
,687
,013
-.42
,10
,87
,97
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-.222
,313
,268
,263
,687
,464
-.87
-.32
,42
,94
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford 
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
-.535*
-.313
,182
,263
,013
,464
-,97
-.94
-,10
,32
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Time for task
Homogeneous Subsets
Tukey HSlJ'b
Job category / Employee N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
Full Service Supplier 32 2,69
Agencies working for Full
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 27 3,22
Sig. ,075
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.11.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result whether the task is 
delivered on time
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether the task is delivered 
on time. Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full 
service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: 
Agency working for Ford). There was a statistically significant difference at the 
p<0.05 level in scores for the three engineering service groups [F(2, 65)=4.351, 
p=.017j. Statistical significance is reached even all groups are very near to the 
indication that the task is delivered on time. The effect size, calculated using eta 
squared, was 0.12. Post-hoc comparisons using the Turkey HSD test indicated that 
the mean score for Group 1 (M=2.69; SD=0.471) was significantly different from 
Group 3 (M=3.22, SD=0.801). Group 2 (M=3.00, SD=1.000) did not differ 
significantly from either Group 1 or 3 (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214 - 220). The means for 
the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 3.08, “between 3 and 5 years”
= 2.80, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.64 and “more than 8 years” = 3.05. Compared 
to the complete sample (mean = 2.94), the job experience groups with “less than 3 
years” and “more than 8 years” are above the mean indicating on time. The group 
“between 5 and 8 years” and “between 3 and 5 years” experience are below the 
mean indicating that some tasks are too late.
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Figure 4.11.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering whether
the task is delivered on time.
Time for task
S ource : F ield s tudy
Table(s) 4.11.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups whether 
the task is delivered on time
Descriptives
Time for task
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 25 3,08 .702 .140 2,79 3,37 1 4
between 3 and 5 years 10 2,80 ,422 ,133 2,50 3,10 2 3
between 5 and 8 years 14 2,64 .633 ,169 2,28 3,01 2 4
more than 8 years 19 3,05 ,911 ,209 2,61 3,49 2 5
Total 68 2,94 ,731 ,089 2,76 3,12 1 5
Test o f Homogeneity o f Variances
Time for task
Levene
Statistic df1 df2
,872 3 64 ,460
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
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IANOVA
Time for task___________________________
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F S iq .
Between Groups 2,163 3 ,721 1,373 ,259
Within Groups 33,602 64 ,525
Total 35,765 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.259 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Time for task
Statistic8 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 1,606 3 31,823 ,207
Brown-Forsythe 1,567 3 55,552 ,208
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Time for task 
Tukey HSD____________________
(I) No of years in job (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,280 ,271 ,731 -.44 1,00
between 5 and 8 years .437 .242 ,279 -.20 1,08
more than 8 years ,027 ,221 ,999 -,55 ,61
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.280 ,271 .731 -1,00 ,44
between 5 and 8 years ,157 ,300 ,953 -.63 ,95
more than 8 years -.253 ,283 ,809 -1,00 .49
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.437 ,242 ,279 -1,08 ,20
between 3 and 5 years -.157 ,300 ,953 -.95 .63
more than 8 years -.410 .255 ,383 -1,08 .26
more than 8 years less than 3 years -,027 ,221 ,999 -.61 ,55
between 3 and 5 years .253 ,283 ,809 -.49 1,00
between 5 and 8 years .410 ,255 ,383 -.26 1,08
Homogeneous Subsets
Time for task
T u k e y  H S C f lb
N o  o f  y e a r s  in  jo b N
S u b s e t  
f o r  a lp h a  
=  .0 5
1
b e tw e e n  5  a n d  8  y e a r s 1 4 2 ,6 4
b e tw e e n  3  a n d  5  y e a r s 1 0 2 ,8 0
m o r e  t h a n  8  y e a r s 1 9 3 , 0 5
l e s s  t h a n  3  y e a r s 2 5 3 ,0 8
S ig . , 3 5 3
M e a n s  fo r  g r o u p s  in  h o m o g e n e o u s  s u b s e t s  a r e  d is p la y e d , 
a -  U s e s  H a r m o n ic  M e a n  S a m p le  S iz e  =  1 5 , 1 4 8 .  
b .  T h e  g r o u p  s iz e s  e r e  u n e q u a l.  T h e  h a r m o n ic  m e a n  
o f t h e  g r o u p  s iz e s  i s  u s e d .  T y p e  I e r r o r  le v e ls  a r e  
n o t  g u a r a n t e e d .
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.11.5: Mean plot of job experience group result whether the task is 
delivered on time
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group on whether the task is delivered on 
time. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.12 Findings of Research Question 12: Are the customer complains handled 
on time?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: Are the customer complains 
handled on time? From all replies (N=68) 10 persons skipped the question, 2 
person declared that the complains are handled much too late (coded with 1), 19 
persons declared it as “to late” (Coded with 2), 34 persons as “on time" (Coded 
with 3), 3 persons as “earlier solved” (Coded with 4) and 0 persons as “much 
earlier solved” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 2.68 with the standard 
deviation of 0.633. The mean is in-between 2 and 3, which indicates that complains 
are handled in-between “too late” and “on time”.
Figure 4.12.1: Distribution of answers whether complains are handled on time
Time for complain handling
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.75, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.75 and agency working for Ford =
2.63. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.68, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that complains are handled late to just timely.
Figure 4.12.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering 
whether complains are handled on time
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Table(s) 4.12.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
whether the customer complains are handled on time
Descriptives
Time for complain handling
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 27 2,63 .742 ,143 2,34 2,92 1 4
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 2,56 ,726 .242 2,00 3,11 2 4
Full Service Supplier 32 2,75 ,508 .090 2,57 2,93 2 4
Total 68 2,68 .633 .077 2,52 2,83 1 4
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Time for complain handling
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sip.
2,860 2 65 ,064
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Time for complain handling
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sip.
Between Groups ,364 2 ,182 ,446 ,642
Within Groups 26,519 65 ,408
Total 26,882 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.642 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Time for complain handling
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sip.
Welch ,440 2 20,728 ,650
Brown-Forsythe ,393 2 27,628 ,679
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Time for complain handling 
Tukey HSD_____________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
0-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,074 ,246 ,951 -.52 ,66
Full Service Supplier -,120 ,167 ,752 -,52 ,28
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-.074
-.194
,246
,241
,951
,700
-,66
-.77
,52
,38
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford ,120 ,167 ,752 -.28 ,52
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,194 ,241 ,700 -.38 ,77
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Homogeneous Subsets
Time for complain handling
Tukey H S tf b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 9 2,56
Agencies working for Ford 27 2,63
Full Service Supplier 32 2,75
Sig. ,655
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 16,723.
The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.12.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result whether complains are 
handled on time
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A one-way between-group analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group on whether complains are 
handled on time. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering service 
(Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; 
Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference 
at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience 
groups are “less than 3 years” = 2.80, “between 3 and 5 years” = 2.80, “between 5 
and 8 years” = 2.64 and “more than 8 years” = 2.47. Compared to the complete 
sample, mean = 2.94, the job experience groups are near to the mean and indicate 
that some tasks are delivered to late.
Figure 4.12.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering whether 
the complains are handled on time
T im e fo r co m p la in  handling
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.12.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups whether
the customer complains are handled on time
Descriptives
Time for complain handling
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
less than 3 years 25 2,80 ,645 ,129 2,53 ' f  3,07 2 4
between 3 and 5 years 10 2,80 ,422 ,133 2,50 L 3,10 2 3
between 5 and 8 years 14 2,64 ,497 ,133 2,36 I 2,93 2 3
more than 8 years 19 2.47 ,772 ,177 2,10 2.5 2,85 1 4
Total 68 2,68 ,633 ,077 ,2,52 2,8 2,83 1 4
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Time for complain handling
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
2,585 3 64 ,061
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Time for complain handling
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F :  Sig.
Between Groups 1,331 3 ,444 1,111 ,351
Within Groups 25,551 64 ,399 i.
Total 26,882 67
Remark: There is no significant difference between theigroups, because Sig. = 
0.351 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality o f Means
Time for complain handling
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,950 3 31,420 ,428
Brown-Forsythe 1,278 3 58,055 ,290
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Time for complain handling 
Tukey HSD________________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,000 ,236 1,000 -,62 ,62
between 5 and 8 years ,157 ,211 ,878 -.40 ,71
more than 8 years ,326 ,192 ,334 -,18 ,83
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years ,000 ,236 1,000 -,62 ,62
between 5 and 8 years ,157 ,262 ,931 -,53 ,85
more than 8 years ,326 ,247 ,553 -,32 ,98
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.157 ,211 ,878 -.71 ,40
between 3 and 5 years -.157 ,262 ,931 -.85 ,53
more than 8 years ,169 ,223 ,872 -.42 ,76
more than 8 years less than 3 years -,326 ,192 ,334 -,83 ,18
between 3 and 5 years -.326 ,247 ,553 -,98 ,32
between 5 and 8 years -,169 ,223 ,872 -.76 ,42
Homogeneous Subsets
Time fo r complain handling
Tukey HSDa'b
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in job N 1
more than 8 years 19 2,47
between 5 and 8 years 14 2,64
less than 3 years 25 2,80
between 3 and 5 years 10 2,80
Sig. ,491
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15,148.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.12.5: Mean plot of job experience group result whether the complains are
handled on time
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A one-way between-group analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group on whether complains are handled on 
time. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.13 Findings of Research Question 13: How is your working relationship to 
Ford?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the working 
relationship to Ford? From all replies (N=68) 18 persons skipped the question, 7 
persons declared the relationship to Ford as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 10 persons as 
“OK” (Coded with 2), 25 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 7 persons as “very 
good” (Coded 4) and 1 person as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded 
values is 2.7 with the standard deviation of 0.953. The mean is more towards 3, 
which indicates that the working relationship to Ford is” towards good”.
Figure 4.13.1: Distribution of answers about the relationship to Ford
R e la tio n s h ip  to  F ord
Source: Field study
185
The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.52, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.14 and agency working for Ford = 
3.10. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.7, the group “Full service 
supplier” is near to this average and indicates that the experience level is between 
ok and good. The group agency working for Ford is above the average. The value 
indicates the working relationship is good. The group agency working for Full 
service supplier is below the average, indicating the working relationship is “ok”.
Figure 4.13.2: Differences between engineering service groups about the 
relationship to Ford
R e la tio n sh ip  to  Ford
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
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Descriptives
Table(s) 4.13.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups
about the working relationship to Ford
Relationship to Ford
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10 ,912 ,204 2,67 3,53 1 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14 ,900 ,340 1,31 2,97 1 3
Full Service Supplier 23 2,52 ,898 ,187 2,13 2,91 1 4
Total 50 2,70 ,953 ,135 2,43 2,97 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationship to Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,267 2 47 ,767
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6,104 2 3,052 3,736 ,031
Within Groups 38,396 47 ,817
Total 44,500 49
Remark: This table shows a significant difference between the groups, but by 
checking the post hoc test table there is not a significant difference, because the 
post hoc test shows a higher value in the column “sig.” than 0.05. While this higher 
value is just 0.001 higher the judgement is at the edge.
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Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 3,580 2 17,173 ,050
Brown-Forsythe 3,743 2 25,938 ,037
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Ford 
Tukey HSD________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,957 ,397 ,051 ,00 1,92
Full Service Supplier ,578 ,276 ,102 -09 1,25
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,957
-,379
,397
,390
,051
,599
-1,92
-1,32
,00
,57
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -,578 ,276 ,102 -1,25 ,09
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,379 ,390 ,599 -,57 1,32
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Ford
Tukey H S rf'b
Subset for alpha = .05
Job category / Employee N 1 2
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14
Full Service Supplier 23 2,52 2,52
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10
Sig. ,546 ,251
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the 
group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.13.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the relationship 
to Ford.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group about the relationship to Ford. 
Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full service 
supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency 
working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference at the p<0.05
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level scores for the three groups, but because it would be at the 0,051 level a 
significant difference and as the ANOVA table is indicating a significant difference, 
this is a judgement on the edge. The difference between agencies working for 
Ford, good relationship, to agencies working for full service supplier, ok 
relationship, is significant enough to be stated as a significant difference. The 
means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 2.80, “between 3 
and 5 years” = 2.63, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.69 and “more than 8 years” =
2.64. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.70, the job experience groups 
are near to the mean indicating that the relationship to Ford is towards good.
Figure 4.13.4: Differences between job experience groups about the relationship to 
Ford.
Relationship to Ford
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.13.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about 
the working relationship to Ford
Descriptives
Relationship to Ford
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 2,80 1,146 ,296 2,17 3,43 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,63 ,916 ,324 1,86 3,39 1 4
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69 1,032 ,286 2,07 3,32 1 4
more than 8 years 14 2,64 ,745 ,199 2,21 3,07 1 4
Total 50 2,70 ,953 ,135 2,43 2,97 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationshi p to Ford
Levene
Statistic df1
CM•4—-o Sig.
,499 3 46 ,685
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,241 3 ,080 ,084 ,969
Within Groups 44,259 46 ,962
Total 44,500 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.969 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,072 3 22,404 ,974
Brown-Forsythe ,086 3 40,465 ,967
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Ford 
Tukey HSD_________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
( l-J ) Std. Error Sip.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,175 ,429 ,977 -.97 1,32
between 5 and 8 years ,108 ,372 ,991 -.88 1,10
more than 8 years ,157 ,365 ,973 -,81 1,13
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.175 ,429 ,977 -1,32 ,97
between 5 and 8 years -.067 ,441 ,999 -1,24 1,11
more than 8 years -,018 ,435 1,000 -1,18 1,14
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -,108 ,372 ,991 -1,10 ,88
between 3 and 5 years ,067 ,441 ,999 -1,11 1,24
more than 8 years ,049 ,378 ,999 -.96 1,06
more than 8 years less than 3 years -,157 ,365 ,973 -1,13 ,81
between 3 and 5 years ,018 ,435 1,000 -1,14 1,18
between 5 and 8 years -.049 ,378 ,999 -1,06 ,96
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Ford
Tukey H S tf 'b
No of years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,63
more than 8 years 14 2,64
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69
less than 3 years 15 2,80
Sig. ,973
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figures 4.13.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the relationship to
Ford.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the relationship to Ford. 
Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.14 Findings of Research Question 14: How is your working relationship to 
Full service supplier?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the working 
relationship to Full service supplier? From all replies (N=68) 16 persons skipped 
the question, 0 person declared the relationship to Ford as “Bad” (Coded with 1),
11 persons as “OK” (Coded with 2), 28 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 8 
persons as “very good” (Coded 4) and 5 person as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The 
mean for the coded values is 3,13 with the standard deviation of 0.864. The mean 
is over 3, which indicates that the working relationship to Full service supplier is 
“good”.
Figure 4.14.1: Distribution of answers about the relationship to Full service supplier
R e la tio n s h ip  to  F S S
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 3.12, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.10 and agency working for Ford = 
3.29. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 3.13, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that the relationship to full service suppliers is good.
Figure 4.14.2: Differences between engineering service groups about the 
relationship to Full service supplier
R e la tionsh ip  to  FSS
S ource : Field s tudy
Table(s) 4.14.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about the working relationship to Full service supplier
Descriptives
Relationship to FSS
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10 ,912 ,204 2,67 3,53 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,29 ,951 ,360 2,41 4,17 2 5
Full Service Supplier 25 3,12 .833 ,167 2,78 3,46 2 5
Total 52 3,13 ,864 ,120 2,89 3,38 2 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationship to FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Siq.
,127 2 49 ,881
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F S ig .
Between Groups ,189 2 ,095 ,122 ,885
Within Groups 37,869 49 .773
Total 38,058 51
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.885 is higher than 0.05.
R obust Tests o f E qua lity  o f Means
Relationship to FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,102 2 16,471 ,903
Brown-Forsythe ,114 2 22,562 ,893
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to FSS 
Tukey HSD_______________________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
95% Confidence Interval
(l-J) Std. Error Siq. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -,186 ,386 ,881 -1,12 ,75
Full Service Supplier -,020 ,264 ,997 -,66 ,62
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
,186
,166
,386
,376
,881
,899
-.75
-.74
1,12
1,07
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford ,020 ,264 ,997 -,62 ,66
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.166 ,376 ,899 -1,07 ,74
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Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to FSS
Tukey H S tf 'b____________ ________
Subset
for alpha 
= .05 !
Job category /  Employee N 1
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10
Full Service Supplier 25 3,12
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,29
Sig. ,854
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size =  12,883. 
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.14.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the relationship 
to Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group about the relationship to Full 
service supplier. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering service 
(Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; 
Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference 
at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience 
groups are “less than 3 years” = 3.06, “between 3 and 5 years” = 3.13, “between 5 
and 8 years” = 3.15 and “more than 8 years” = 3.20. Compared to the complete 
sample, mean = 3.13, the job experience groups are near to the mean indicating 
that the relationship to Full service supplier is good.
Figure 4.14.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
relationship to Full service supplier.
R elationsh ip  to  FSS
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.14.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about 
the working relationship to Full service supplier
Descriptives
Relationship to FSS
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 16 3,06 1,063 ,266 2,50 3,63 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 3,13 ,641 ,227 2,59 3,66 2 4
between 5 and 8 years 13 3,15 ,801 ,222 2,67 3,64 2 5
more than 8 years 15 3,20 ,862 ,223 2,72 3,68 2 5
Total 52 3,13 ,864 ,120 2,89 3,38 2 5
Test o f Homogeneity o f Variances
Relationshi p to FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,510 3 48 ,677
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,153 3 ,051 ,065 ,978
Within Groups 37,905 48 ,790
Total 38,058 51
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.978 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Relationship to FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,052 3 24,626 ,984
Brown-Forsythe ,071 3 47,048 ,975
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to FSS 
Tukey HSD________________________
(I) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
( M Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years -,063 ,385 ,998 -1,09 ,96
between 5 and 8 years -,091 ,332 ,993 -.97 ,79
more than 8 years -,138 ,319 ,973 -.99 ,71
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years ,063 ,385 ,998 -,96 1,09
between 5 and 8 years -,029 ,399 1,000 -1,09 1,03
more than 8 years -.075 ,389 ,997 -1,11 ,96
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,091 ,332 ,993 -.79 ,97
between 3 and 5 years ,029 ,399 1,000 -1,03 1,09
more than 8 years -,046 ,337 ,999 -,94 ,85
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,138 ,319 ,973 -.71 ,99
between 3 and 5 years ,075 ,389 ,997 -.96 1,11
between 5 and 8 years ,046 ,337 ,999 -,85 ,94
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to FSS
Tukey HStf b
No of years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
less than 3 years 16 3,06
between 3 and 5 years 8 3,13
between 5 and 8 years 13 3,15
more than 8 years 15 3,20
Sig. ,981
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,081. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.14.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the relationship to
Full service supplier
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the relationship to full service 
supplier. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of 
experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: 
between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience 
groups.
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4.15 Findings of Research Question 15: How is your working relationship to 
Agencies working for Ford?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the working 
relationship to Agencies working for Ford? From all replies (N=68) 18 persons 
skipped the question, 5 persons declared the relationship to Agencies working for 
Ford as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 13 persons as “OK” (Coded with 2), 24 persons as 
“good” (Coded with 3), 7 persons as “very good” (Coded 4) and 1 person as 
“Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 2.72 with the standard 
deviation of 0.904. The mean is more towards 3, which indicates that the working 
relationship to Agencies working for Ford is towards “good”.
Figure 4.15.1: Distribution of answers about the relationship to Agencies working 
for Ford
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.57, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.14 and agency working for Ford =
3.10. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.72, the group “Full service 
supplier” is near to this average and indicates that the experience level is between 
ok and good. The group agency working for Ford is above the average indicating 
that the working relationship is good. The group agency working for Full service 
supplier is below the average. The value indicates the working relationship is “ok”. 
Between the later groups there is a significant difference.
Figure 4.15.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the relationship to Agencies working for Ford
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Table(s) 4.15.1 Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups
about the working relationship to Agencies working for Ford
D e sc r ip t iv e s
Relationship to Agencies Ford
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10 .912 ,204 2,67 3,53 1 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14 ,690 ,261 1,50 2,78 1 3
Full Service Supplier 23 2,57 ,843 ,176 2,20 2,93 1 4
Total 50 2,72 ,904 ,128 2,46 2,98 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationshi o to Agencies Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,444 2 47 ,644
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5,771 2 2,885 3,953 ,026
Within Groups 34,309 47 ,730
Total 40,080 49
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 0.026 
is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to Ac3encies Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch
Brown-Forsythe
4,287
4,464
2
2
18,858
34,984
,029
,019
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Agencies Ford 
Tukey HSD_______________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
fl-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,957* ,375 ,037 ,05 1,87
Full Service Supplier ,535 ,261 ,112 -.10 1.17
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,957*
-.422
,375
,369
,037
,492
-1,87
-1,31
-.05
,47
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -,535 ,261 ,112 -1,17 ,10
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,422 ,369 ,492 -.47 1,31
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Tukey HSDa,b
Subset for alpha = .05
Job category / Employee N 1 2
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14
Full Service Supplier 23 2,57 2,57
Agencies working for Ford 20 3,10
Sig. ,433 ,266
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the 
group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.15.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the relationship
to Agencies working for Ford
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to the engineering service groups about the relationship to 
Agencies working for Ford. Subjects were divided into three groups engineering 
service (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service 
supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was a statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the three engineering service groups
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[F(2,47)=3,953, p=0.026j. Statistical significance is reached between “the agencies 
working for Ford” and the “agencies working for Full service suppliers”. The effect 
size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.144. Post-hoc comparisons using the 
Turkey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 2 (M=2.14; SD=0.690) 
was significantly different from Group 3 (M=3.10, SD=0.912). Group 1 (M=2.57, 
SD=0.843) did not differ significantly from either Group 1 or 3 (Pallant, 2003, pp. 
214 - 220). The means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” =
2.73, “between 3 and 5 years” = 2.50, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.69 and “more 
than 8 years” = 2.86. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.72, the job 
experience groups are near to the mean indicating that the relationship to agencies 
working for Ford is towards good.
Figure 4.15.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
relationship to Agencies working for Ford
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.15.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about
the working relationship to Agencies working for Ford
Descriptives
Relationship to Agencies Ford
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 2,73 ,961 ,248 2,20 3,27 1 4
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50 ,926 ,327 1,73 3,27 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69 ,855 ,237 2,18 3,21 1 4
more than 8 years 14 2,86 ,949 ,254 2,31 3,41 2 5
Total 50 2,72 ,904 ,128 2,46 2,98 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationshi p to Agencies Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,046 3 46 ,987
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,663 3 ,221 ,258 ,855
Within Groups 39,417 46 ,857
Total 40,080 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.885 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Statistic(a) df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,239 3 22,632 ,868
Brown-Forsythe ,259 3 40,668 ,854
a Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Agencies Ford 
Tukey HSD_________________________________
(I) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,233 ,405 ,939 -.85 1,31
between 5 and 8 years ,041 ,351 ,999 -,89 ,98
more than 8 years -.124 ,344 ,984 -1,04 .79
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.233 ,405 ,939 -1,31 ,85
between 5 and 8 years -.192 ,416 ,967 -1,30 ,92
more than 8 years -,357 ,410 ,820 -1,45 ,74
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.041 ,351 ,999 -.98 ,89
between 3 and 5 years ,192 ,416 ,967 -,92 1,30
more than 8 years -.165 ,357 ,967 -1,12 ,79
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,124 ,344 ,984 -.79 1,04
between 3 and 5 years ,357 ,410 ,820 -.74 1,45
between 5 and 8 years ,165 ,357 ,967 -.79 1,12
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Agencies Ford
Tukey H S t f ,b
No of years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69
less than 3 years 15 2,73
more than 8 years 14 2,86
Sig. ,786
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a - Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.15.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the relationship to
Agencies working for Ford
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the relationship to Agencies 
working for Ford. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of 
experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: 
between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience 
groups.
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4.16 Findings of Research Question 16: How is your working relationship to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the working 
relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier? From all replies (N=68) 
18 persons skipped the question, 1 person declared the relationship to Agencies 
working for Full service supplier as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 14 persons as “OK” 
(Coded with 2), 27 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 6 persons as “very good” 
(Coded 4) and 2 persons as “Excellent" (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values 
is 2.88 with the standard deviation of 0.799. The mean is more towards 3, which 
indicates that the working relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier 
is nearly “good”.
Figure 4.16.1: Distribution of answers about the relationship to Agencies working 
for Full service supplier
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.78, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.00 and agency working for Ford =
2.95. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.88, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that the relationship to full service suppliers is nearly good.
Figure 4.16.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier
R e la tio n sh ip  to  A g e n c ie s  FSS
Source: Field study
Table(s) 4.16.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about the working relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Descriptives
Relationship to Agencies F SS
95%  Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95 ,826 ,185 2,56 3,34 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,00 1,000 ,378 2,08 3.92 2 5
Full Service Supplier 23 2,78 .736 .153 2,46 3,10 1 4
Total 50 2,88 ,799 .113 2,65 3,11 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Relationshi p to Agencies FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,001 2 47 ,999
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,417 2 ,208 ,317 ,730
Within Groups 30,863 47 ,657
Total 31,280 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.730 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to A<^ encies FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch
Brown-Forsythe
,301
,267
2
2
15,800
17,931
,744
,769
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Agencies FSS 
Tukey HSD_______________________________
(I) Job category 1 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
n J: Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.050 ,356 ,989 -,91 ,81
Full Service Supplier ,167 ,248 ,779 -.43 ,77
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
,050
,217
,356
,350
,989
,809
-,81
-,63
,91
1,06
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -.167 ,248 ,779 -.77 ,43
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.217 ,350 ,809 -1,06 ,63
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Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Tukey HSCf'b
Subset
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Full Service Supplier 23 2,78
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,00
Sig. ,779
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Paliant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.16.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the relationship 
to Agencies working for Full service supplier.
Job category / Employee
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for FSS Full service supplier
2,95 3,00 2,78
5. 0_________________________________________________________________________________Excellent
4,9
4.8
4.7
4.6
4.5
4,4
4,3
4,2
4.1
4,0_________________________________________________________________________________Very good
3.9
3.8
3.7
3.6
» ^42 3'4
O) 3,3
Good
2,4
2,3
2,2
2,1
2,0 O.K.
1,9
1,8
1,7
Source: Field study
214
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group about the relationship to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier. Subjects were divided into three groups 
engineering service (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for 
Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means 
for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 2.87, “between 3 and 5 
years” = 2.63, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.92 and “more than 8 years” = 3.00. 
Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.88, the job experience groups are 
near to the mean indicating that the relationship to Agencies working for Full 
service supplier is nearly good.
Figure 4.16.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Source: Field study
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Descriptlves
Table(s) 4.16.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about
the working relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Relationship to Agencies FSS
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 2,87 ,834 ,215 2,40 3,33 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,63 ,744 ,263 2,00 3,25 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,92 ,760 ,211 2,46 3,38 2 4
more than 8 years 14 3,00 ,877 ,234 2,49 3,51 2 5
Total 50 2,88 ,799 ,113 2,65 3,11 1 5
Test of Homogeneity o f Variances
Relationshi o to Agencies FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,001 3 46 1,000
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,749 3 ,250 ,376 ,771
Within Groups 30,531 46 ,664
Total 31,280 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.771 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Statistic8 df1 df2 Sig,
Welch ,390 3 22,998 ,761
Brown-Forsythe ,387 3 43,126 ,763
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Relationship to Agencies FSS 
Tukey HSD________________________________
(1) No of years in iob (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,242 ,357 ,905 -.71 1,19
between 5 and 8 years -,056 ,309 ,998 -,88 ,77
more than 8 years -.133 ,303 ,971 -.94 ,67
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.242 ,357 ,905 -1,19 ,71
between 5 and 8 years -.298 ,366 ,847 -1,27 ,68
more than 8 years -,375 ,361 ,728 -1,34 ,59
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,056 ,309 ,998 -.77 ,88
between 3 and 5 years ,298 ,366 ,847 -,68 1,27
more than 8 years -,077 ,314 ,995 -.91 ,76
more than 8 years less than 3 years ,133 ,303 ,971 -.67 ,94
between 3 and 5 years ,375 ,361 ,728 -.59 1,34
between 5 and 8 years ,077 ,314 ,995 -,76 ,91
Homogeneous Subsets
Relationship to Agencies FSS
Tukey HSCf,b_________ ___________
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in job N 1 i
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,63
less than 3 years 15 2,87
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,92
more than 8 years 14 3,00
Sig. ,681
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.16.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the relationship to
Agencies working for Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the relationship to Agencies 
working for Full service supplier. Subjects were divided into four groups according 
to their level of experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 
years; Group 3: between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was 
no statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job 
experience groups.
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4.17 Findings of Research Question 17: How is your level of trust to Ford?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is your level of trust to 
Ford? From all replies (N=68) 18 persons skipped the question, 5 person declared 
the level of trust as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 19 persons as “OK” (Coded with 2), 21 
persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 4 persons as “very good” (Coded 4) and 1 
person as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values is 2.54 with the 
standard deviation of 0.862. The mean is in the middle of 2 and 3, which indicates 
that the level of trust to Ford is between “ok” and “good”.
Figure 4.17.1: Distribution of answers about the level of trust to Ford
Mean =2,54 
Std. Dev. =0,862 
N =50
Trust to Ford
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.35, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.00 and agency working for Ford =
2.95. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.54, the group “Full service 
supplier” is near to this average and indicates that the level of trust is between ok 
and good. The group agency working for Ford is above the average indicating that 
the level of trust is good. The group agency working for Full service supplier is 
below the average indicating the level of trust is “ok”.
Figure 4.17.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the level of trust to Ford.
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Table(s) 4.17.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about the level of trust to Ford
Descriptives
Trust to Ford
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95 ,887 ,198 2,53 3,37 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,00 .816 ,309 1.24 2,76 1 3
Full Service Supplier 23 2,35 .714 ,149 2,04 2,66 1 3
Total 50 2,54 ,862 ,122 2,29 2,79 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2
,114 2 47
. .
,892
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sic;.
Between Groups 6,253 2 3,126 4,871 ,012
Within Groups 30,167 47 ,642
Total 36,420 49
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig. =0.012 
is smaller than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Trust to Ford
Statistic8 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 4,236 2 16,668 ,033
Brown-Forsythe 4,734 2 24,934 ,018
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Ford
Tukey HSD____________________________________ ___________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
d-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,950* ,352 ,026 ,10 1,80
Full Service Supplier ,602* ,245 ,046 ,01 1,19
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,950*
-,348
,352
,346
,026
,577 "-»■
 
00
 
CD 
O
CO 
O
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -,602* ,245 ,046 -1,19 -,01
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,348 ,346 .577 -.49 1,18
*• The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to Ford
Tukey H S tf'b
Subset for alpha = .05
Job category / Employee N 1 2
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,00
Full Service Supplier 23 2,35 2,35
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95
Sig. ,523 ,152
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the 
group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.17.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the level of trust 
to Ford.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service groups about the level of trust to Ford. 
Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups (Group 1: Full service 
supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency 
working for Ford). There was a statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level 
in scores for the three engineering service groups [F(2, 47)=4.871, p=0.017], 
Statistical significance is reached. The effect size, calculated using eta squared, 
was 0.24. Post-hoc comparisons using the Turkey HSD test indicated that the 
mean score for Group 1 (M=2.35; SD=0.862) was significantly different from Group 
2 (M=2,00, SD=0.816). Group 2 was also significant different to Group 3 (M=2.95, 
SD=0.887) (Pallant, 2003, pp. 214 -220). The means for the job experience groups 
are “less than 3 years” = 2.67, “between 3 and 5 years” = 2.50, “between 5 and 8 
years” = 2.45 and “more than 8 years" = 2.43. Compared to the complete sample, 
mean = 2.54, the job experience groups are near to the mean indicating that the 
level of trust to Ford is between ok and good.
Figure 4.17.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
level of trust to Ford
Trust to Ford
Source: Field study
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Descriptives
Table(s) 4.17.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the
level of trust to Ford
Trust to Ford
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 2,67 1,113 ,287 2,05 3,28 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50 ,756 ,267 1,87 3,13 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,54 ,519 ,144 2,22 2,85 2 3
more than 8 years 14 2,43 ,938 ,251 1,89 2,97 1 4
Total 50 2,54 ,862 ,122 2,29 2,79 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig
1,939 3 46 ,136
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to Ford
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups ,427 3 ,142 ,182 ,908
Within Groups 35,993 46 ,782
Total 36,420 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.908 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Trust to Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Siq.
Welch ,128 3 22,144 ,943
Brown-Forsythe ,196 3 39,335 ,898
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Ford 
Tukey HSD____________________
(I) No of years in job (J) No of years In iob
Mean
Difference
(l-J) Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,167 ,387 ,973 -.87 1,20
between 5 and 8 years ,128 ,335 ,981 -.77 1,02
more than 8 years ,238 ,329 ,887 -,64 1,11
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -,167 ,387 ,973 -1,20 ,87
between 5 and 8 years -,038 ,397 1,000 -1,10 1,02
more than 8 years ,071 ,392 ,998 -.97 1,12
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -.128 ,335 ,981 -1,02 .77
between 3 and 5 years ,038 ,397 1,000 -1,02 1,10
more than 8 years ,110 ,341 ,988 -,80 1,02
more than 8 years less than 3 years -.238 ,329 ,887 -1,11 ,64
between 3 and 5 years -,071 ,392 ,998 -1,12 ,97
between 5 and 8 years -.110 ,341 ,988 -1,02 ,80
Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to  Ford
Tukey H S tf'b
No of years in job N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
more than 8 years 14 2,43
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,54
less than 3 years 15 2,67
Sig. ,914
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764.
t>- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.17,5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the level of trust to
Ford
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the level of trust to Ford. 
Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.18 Findings of Research Question 18: How is your level of trust to Full 
service supplier?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the level of trust to 
Full service supplier? From all replies (N=68) 17 persons skipped the question, 4 
persons declared the level of trust as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 16 persons as “OK” 
(Coded with 2), 22 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 5 persons as “very good” 
(Coded 4) and 4 persons as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded values 
is 2.78 with the standard deviation of 1.006. The mean is more towards to 3, which 
indicates that the level of trust to Full service supplier is towards “good”.
Figure 4.18.1: Distribution of answers about the level of trust to Full service 
supplier
Trust to FSS
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.75, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 3.14 and agency working for Ford =
2.70. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.78, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that the level of to trust for full service suppliers is towards 
good.
Figure 4.18.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the level of trust to Full service supplier
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Table(s) 4.18.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about the level of trust to Full service supplier
D e sc r ip t iv e s
Trust to FSS
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,70 1,031 ,231 2,22 3,18 1 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,14 1,069 .404 2,15 4,13 2 5
Full Service Supplier 24 2,75 .989 ,202 2,33 3,17 1 5
Total 51 2,78 1,006 ,141 2,50 3,07 1 5
228
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,142 2 48 ,868
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1,070 2 ,535 ,518 ,599
Within Groups 49,557 48 1,032
Total 50,627 50
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig.= 
0.599 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Trust to FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Siq.
Welch ,456 2 16,749 ,641
Brown-Forsythe ,498 2 23,627 ,614
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to FSS 
Tukey HSD__________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(l-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -,443 ,446 ,585 -1,52 ,64
Full Service Supplier -,050 ,308 ,986 -,79 ,69
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
,443
,393
,446
,436
,585
,643
-,64
-.66
1,52
1,45
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford ,050 ,308 ,986 -.69 ,79
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -.393 ,436 ,643 -1,45 ,66
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Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to FSS 
Tukey HStf,b__________
Subset
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,70
Full Service Supplier 24 2,75
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 3,14
Sig. ,517
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,792.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.18.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the level of trust 
to Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group about the level of trust to Full 
service supplier. Subjects were divided into three engineering service groups 
(Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency working for Full service supplier; 
Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no statistically significant difference 
at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. The means for the job experience 
groups are “less than 3 years” = 2.88, “between 3 and 5 years” = 2.50, “between 5 
and 8 years” = 2.92 and “more than 8 years” = 2.71. Compared to the complete 
sample, mean = 2.78, the job experience groups are near to the mean indicating 
that the level of trust to Full service supplier is nearly good.
Figure 4.18.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
level of trust to Full service supplier.
Trust to FSS
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.18.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the
level of trust to Full service supplier
Descriptives
Trust to FSS
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 16 2,88 1,147 ,287 2,26 3,49 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50 ,756 ,267 1,87 3,13 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,92 ,954 ,265 2,35 3,50 1 5
more than 8 years 14 2,71 1,069 ,286 2,10 3,33 1 5
Total 51 2,78 1,006 ,141 2,50 3,07 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,800 3 47 ,500
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups 1,097 3 ,366 ,347 ,791
Within Groups 49,530 47 1,054
Total 50,627 50
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.791 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Trust to FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Siq.
Welch ,477 3 24,264 ,702
Brown-Forsythe ,379 3 46,799 ,768
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to FSS 
Tukey HSD__________________
(I) No of years in iob (J) No of years in iob
Mean
Difference
:;-J! Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,375 ,445 ,833 -.81 1,56
between 5 and 8 years -,048 ,383 ,999 -1,07 ,97
more than 8 years ,161 ,376 ,973 -,84 1,16
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -.375 ,445 ,833 -1,56 ,81
between 5 and 8 years -.423 ,461 ,796 -1,65 ,81
more than 8 years -.214 ,455 ,965 -1,43 1,00
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years ,048 ,383 ,999 -.97 1,07
between 3 and 5 years ,423 ,461 ,796 -.81 1,65
more than 8 years ,209 ,395 ,952 -.84 1,26
more than 8 years less than 3 years -.161 ,376 ,973 -1,16 ,84
between 3 and 5 years ,214 ,455 ,965 -1,00 1,43
between 5 and 8 years -,209 ,395 ,952 -1,26 ,84
Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to  FSS
Tukey H S tf'b_________
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in iob N 1
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,50
more than 8 years 14 2,71
less than 3 years 16 2,88
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,92
Sig. ,747
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,910.
t>. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
233
Figures 4.18.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the level of trust to
Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the level of trust to full service 
supplier. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of 
experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: 
between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically 
significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience 
groups.
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4.19 Findings of Research Question 19: How is your level of trust to 
Agencies working for Ford?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the level of trust to 
Agencies working for Ford? From all replies (N=68) 18 persons skipped the 
question, 2 persons declared the level of trust as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 22 persons 
as “ok” (Coded with 2), 22 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 3 persons as “very 
good” (Coded 4) and 1 person as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for the coded 
values is 2.58 with the standard deviation of 0.758. The mean is between 2 and 3, 
which indicates that the level of trust to Agencies working to Ford is between “ok” 
and “good”.
Figure 4.19.1: Distribution of answers about the level of trust to Agencies working 
for Ford
Trust to Agencies Ford
Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.39, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.14 and agency working for Ford =
2.95. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.58, the group “Full service 
supplier” is near to this average and indicates that the trust level is between ok and 
good. The group agency working for Ford is above the average. The value 
indicates the trust level is good. The group agency working for Full service supplier 
is below the average. The value indicates the trust level is “ok”.
Figure 4.19.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the level of trust to Agencies working for Ford.
Trust to Agencies Ford
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.19.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups
about the level of trust to Agencies working for Ford
Descriptives
Trust to Agencies Ford
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95 ,826 ,185 2,56 3,34 2 5
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14 ,690 ,261 1,50 2,78 1 3
Full Service Supplier 23 2,39 ,583 ,122 2,14 2,64 1 3
Total 50 2,58 ,758 ,107 2,36 2,80 1 5
Test o f Homogeneity o f Variances
Trust to Agencies Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,104 2 47 ,902
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to Agencies Ford____________________
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 4,895 2 2,447 4,940 ,011
Within Groups 23,285 47 ,495
Total 28,180 49
Remark: There is a significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.011 is smaller than 0.05.
R o b u s t T e s ts  o f  E q u a lity  o f  M eans
Trust to Agencies Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch 4,140 2 16,526 ,035
Brown-Forsythe 4,885 2 26,226 ,016
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Agencies Ford 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(I) Job category/ 
Employee
(J) Job category/ 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
( l - J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,807* ,309 ,032 ,06 1,56
Full Service Supplier ,559* ,215 ,033 ,04 1,08
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
-,807*
-,248
,309
,304
,032
,694
-1,56
-.98
-.06
,49
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford -,559* ,215 ,033 -1,08 -,04
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier ,248 ,304 ,694 -,49 ,98
*■ The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to  Agencies Ford
Tukey HSD‘,b
Subset for alpha = .05
Job category / Employee N 1 2
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,14
Full Service Supplier 23 2,39 2,39
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,95
Sig. ,650 ,123
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b- The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the 
group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.19.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the level of trust
to Agencies working for Ford.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact about the level of trust to Agencies working for Ford. Subjects were divided 
into three groups engineering service (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: 
Agency working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There 
was a statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the three 
engineering service groups [F(2, 47)=4.871, p=.011]. Statistical significance is 
reached. The effect size, calculated using eta squared, was 0.21. Post-hoc
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comparisons using the Turkey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 1 
(M=2.39; SD=0.583) was significantly different from Group 3 (M=2.95, SD=0.826). 
Group 2 was also significant different to Group 3 (M=2.95, SD=0.826) (Pallant, 
2003, pp. 214 -220). The means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 
years” = 2.87, “between 3 and 5 years” = 2.38, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.38 and 
“more than 8 years” = 2.57. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.58, the 
job experience groups are near to the mean indicating that the level of trust to 
Agencies working for Ford is between ok and good.
Figure 4.19.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
level of trust to Agencies working for Ford.
Trust to Agencies Ford
Source: Field study
240
Descriptives
Table(s) 4.19.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the
level of trust to Agencies working for Ford
Trust to Agencies Ford
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
less than 3 years 15 2,87 ,990 ,256 2,32 3,42 1 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,38 ,744 ,263 1,75 3,00 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,38 ,506 ,140 2,08 2,69 2 3
more than 8 years 14 2,57 ,646 ,173 2,20 2,94 2 4
Total 50 2,58 ,758 ,107 2,36 2,80 1 5
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to Agencies Ford
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 s ig . :
,793 3 46 ,504
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to Agencies Ford
Sum  o f 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2,066 3 ,689 1,213 ,316
W ith in  Groups 26,114 46 ,568
Total 28,180 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.316 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Trust to Agencies Ford
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,983 3 22,077 ,419
Brown-Forsythe 1,258 3 36,182 ,303
a ' Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Agencies Ford 
Tukey HSD___________________________
(I) No of years in iob (J) No of years in job
Mean
Difference
d-J) Std. Error Siq.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,492 ,330 ,451 -.39 1,37
between 5 and 8 years ,482 ,286 ,341 -,28 1,24
more than 8 years ,295 ,280 ,719 -,45 1,04
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -,492 ,330 ,451 -1,37 ,39
between 5 and 8 years -,010 ,339 1,000 -,91 ,89
more than 8 years -.196 ,334 ,935 -1,09 ,69
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -,482 ,286 ,341 -1,24 ,28
between 3 and 5 years ,010 ,339 1,000 -,89 ,91
more than 8 years -,187 ,290 ,917 -.96 ,59
more than 8 years less than 3 years -.295 ,280 ,719 -1,04 ,45
between 3 and 5 years ,196 ,334 ,935 -,69 1,09
between 5 and 8 years ,187 ,290 ,917 -.59 ,96
Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to  Agencies Ford
Tukey HSDa'b
No o f years in iob N
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
1
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,38
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,38
more than 8 years 14 2,57
less than 3 years 15 2,87
Sig. ,398
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.19.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the level of trust to
Agencies working for Ford
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of job experience group about the level of trust to Agencies working for 
Ford. Subjects were divided into four groups according to their level of experience 
(Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 years; Group 3: between 5 
and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was no statistically significant 
difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job experience groups.
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4.20 Findings of Research Question 20: How is your level of trust to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier?
The next figure shows the distribution of the answers: How is the level of trust to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier? From all replies (N=68) 18 persons 
skipped the question, 4 persons declared the level of trust as “Bad” (Coded with 1), 
21 persons as “ok” (Coded with 2), 21 persons as “good” (Coded with 3), 2 persons 
as “very good” (Coded 4) and 2 persons as “Excellent” (Coded 5). The mean for 
the coded values is 2.54 with the standard deviation of 0.862. The mean is 
between 2 and 3, which indicates that the level of trust to Agencies working to Full 
service supplier is between “ok” and “good”.
Figure 4.20.1: Distribution of answers about the level of trust to Agencies working 
for Full service supplier
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Source: Field study
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The means for the engineering service groups are Full service supplier = 2.52, 
agency working for Full service supplier = 2.71 and agency working for Ford =
2.50. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.54, the groups are near to this 
average and indicates that the level of trust to full service suppliers is between “ok” 
and “good".
Figure 4.20.2: Differences between engineering service groups in answering about 
the level of trust to Agencies working for Full service supplier.
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Table(s) 4.20.1: Analysis of variance between three engineering service groups 
about the level of trust to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Descriptives
Trust to Agencies FSS
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,50 .761 .170 2,14 2,86 1 4
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2,71 1,113 .421 1,69 3,74 2 5
Full Service Supplier 23 2,52 .898 ,187 2,13 2,91 1 5
Total 50 2,54 ,862 .122 2,29 2,79 1 5
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Trust to Agencies FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
,310 2 47 ,735
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
ANOVA
Trust to Agencies FSS
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups ,252 2 ,126 ,164 ,849
Within Groups 36,168 47 ,770
Total 36,420 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. = 
0.849 is higher than 0.05.
R o b u s t T e s ts  o f  E q u a lity  o f  M eans
Trust to Agencies FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 Sig.
Welch ,108 2 15,785 ,899
Brown-Forsythe ,137 2 16,739 ,873
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Agencies FSS 
Tukey HSD__________________________
(I) Job category / 
Employee
(J) Job category / 
Employee
Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
.(l-J) . Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Agencies working for Ford Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -,214 ,385 ,844 -1,15 .72
Full Service Supplier -,022 ,268 ,996 -.67 .63
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier
Agencies working for Ford 
Full Service Supplier
,214
,193
,385
,379
,844
,868
-.72
-.72
1.15
1.11
Full Service Supplier Agencies working for Ford ,022 ,268 ,996 -,63 ,67
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier -,193 ,379 ,868 -1,11 ,72
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Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to Agencies FSS
Tukey HSf?'b__________ ________
Subset
for alpha 
= .05
Job category / Employee N 1
Agencies working for Ford 20 2,50
Full Service Supplier 23 2,52
Agencies working for Full 
Service Supplier 7 2.71
Sig. ,812
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 12,694.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
Figure 4.20.3: Mean plot of engineering service group result about the level of trust 
to Agencies working for Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to engineering service group about the level of trust to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier. Subjects were divided into three 
engineering service groups (Group 1: Full service supplier; Group 2: Agency 
working for Full service supplier; Group 3: Agency working for Ford). There was no 
statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level scores for the three groups. 
The means for the job experience groups are “less than 3 years” = 2.73, “between 
3 and 5 years” = 2.13, “between 5 and 8 years” = 2.69 and “more than 8 years” = 
2.43. Compared to the complete sample, mean = 2.54, the job experience groups 
are near to the mean indicating that the level of trust to Agencies working for Full 
service supplier is between ok and good.
Figure 4.20.4: Differences between job experience groups in answering about the 
level of trust to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Trust to Agencies FSS
Source: Field study
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Table(s) 4.20.2: Analysis of variance between four job experience groups about the
level of trust to Agencies working for Full service supplier
Descriptives
Trust to Agencies FSS
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean
Minimum MaximumLower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years 15 2,73 ,884 ,228 2,24 3,22 2 5
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,13 ,835 ,295 1,43 2,82 1 3
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69 ,947 ,263 2,12 3,26 1 5
more than 8 years 14 2,43 ,756 ,202 1,99 2,87 1 4
Total 50 2,54 ,862 ,122 2,29 2,79 1 5
Test o f H om ogene ity  o f Variances
Trust to Agencies FSS
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. '
,035 3 46 ,991
Remark: The test of homogeneity of variances is not violated.
A N O V A
Trus t to A gencies FSS
Sum  o f 
Squares d f Mean Square F Siq.
Between Groups 2,414 3 ,805 1,088 ,363
W ith in  G roups 34,006 46 ,739
Total 36,420 49
Remark: There is no significant difference between the groups, because Sig. =
0.363 is higher than 0.05.
Robust Tests o f Equality o f Means
Trust to Agencies FSS
Statistic3 df1 df2 sig.
Welch 1,039 3 22,549 ,394
Brown-Forsythe 1,094 3 40,595 ,363
a- Asymptotically F distributed.
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Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Trust to Agencies FSS 
Tukey HSD___________________________
(I) No of years in job (J) No of years in iob
Mean 
Difference 
,  ' Std. Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound Upper Bound
less than 3 years between 3 and 5 years ,608 ,376 ,380 -,40 1,61
between 5 and 8 years ,041 ,326 ,999 -.83 ,91
more than 8 years ,305 .320 ,776 -.55 1,16
between 3 and 5 years less than 3 years -,608 ,376 ,380 -1,61 ,40
between 5 and 8 years -.567 ,386 ,465 -1,60 ,46
more than 8 years -,304 ,381 ,856 -1,32 ,71
between 5 and 8 years less than 3 years -,041 ,326 ,999 -,91 ,83
between 3 and 5 years ,567 ,386 ,465 -.46 1,60
more than 8 years ,264 ,331 ,856 -,62 1,15
more than 8 years less than 3 years -.305 ,320 ,776 -1,16 ,55
between 3 and 5 years ,304 ,381 ,856 -,71 1,32
between 5 and 8 years -.264 ,331 ,856 -1,15 ,62
Homogeneous Subsets
Trust to Agencies FSS 
Tukey HSCf'b_________________
Subset 
for alpha 
= .05
No of years in iob N 1
between 3 and 5 years 8 2,13
more than 8 years 14 2,43
between 5 and 8 years 13 2,69
less than 3 years 15 2,73
Sig. ,327
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed, 
a- Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11,764. 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 
of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 
not guaranteed.
Source: Field study based on Pallant (2003, pp. 214-220)
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Figure 4.20.5: Mean plot of job experience group result about the level of trust to
Agencies working for Full service supplier.
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A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
impact of belonging to job experience group about the level of trust to Agencies 
working for Full service supplier. Subjects were divided into four groups according 
to their level of experience (Group 1: less than 3 years; Group 2: between 3 and 5 
years; Group 3: between 5 and 8 years; Group 4: more than 8 years). There was 
no statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level in scores for the four job 
experience groups. The next chapter will discuss and analyse the findings.
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5 Discussions and Analysis
The following chapter is discussing and analysing the survey result in relation to 
the twenty research questions. In chapter 4 the findings of twenty research 
questions have been presented. In the next subchapters for each question and for 
each research question, it will be discussed and analysed whether research 
questions are confirmed, holding the required level marked green, or rejected, 
marked red. The procedure is that first a table will give an overview about the 
research question, about what is the required value to confirm minimum level of the 
research question and the value reached in the different area. The first line shows 
the overall result, i.e. the mean for the all replies for these answers. Next to this the 
engineering service groups are listed with Agencies working for Ford (AgFord), Full 
service supplier (FSS) and Agencies working for full service supplier (AgFSS). The 
next row shows the result for the job experience groups: “less than 3 years (< 3 
Y)”, “between 3 and 5 years (3 & 5 Y)”, “between 5 and 8 years (5 & 8 Y)” and 
“more than 8 years (> 8 Y)”. Under the title “Answering the thesis questions” the 
findings are summarised resulting in a value for the outsourcing effectiveness and 
in identifying the gaps for effective outsourcing at the end of this chapter.
5.1 Analysis of Research Question 1: Is the company target clearly defined?
Table 5.1.1: Analysis of Research Question 1: Is the company target clearly 
defined?
No. Research question
Required value 
to  confirm
Area
1
Is the  com pany target 
c learly  defined?
4 =  c learly  
defined
Overall AgFord FSS A gF ss
H i 4.11
< 3 Y 3 &  5 Y 5 &  8 Y > 8 Y
4.04 * 3.70 I H H
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
The research question “Is the company target clearly defined?” needs to be 
rejected for all values below 4, which is the case for the overall result, for full 
service supplier, for agencies working for full service supplier and for the groups
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with the job experience equal and more than 3 years. The research question is 
confirmed for the agencies working for Ford and for the group with job experience 
less than 3 years. The following questions will not be answered by this research, 
because they would need further investigations, but from this analysis the question 
for future investigation can be developed. Why is the target clear for agencies 
working for Ford? Is it they are the closest to Ford and therefore near to the 
information source? Why is the target clear for the people with less than 3 years 
experience? Do they get a very good introduction to their job and therefore it is 
clear or do they perceive that they know the target clearly. For all the other areas 
the question is: What is not clear? The question, why has the information not been 
transferred, would be the first step to gain an improvement from the answer to this 
question. Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003:63) state that the target must be 
clearly defined to be able to evaluate whether the action, i.e. outsourcing, is 
effective or not. This sentence is indicating that this question is the starting point of 
the survey to find out whether outsourcing is done effectively inside the Ford 
interior department. With this result it is clear that there is a reduced effectiveness, 
because the target definition and communication to the outsourcing companies 
leaves room for improvement.
5.2 Analysis of Research Question 2: Is the customer target clearly defined?
Table 5.2.1: Analysis of Research Question 2: Is the customer target clearly 
defined?
No. R esearch question
2
Is the  cus to m e r target 
c learly  defined?
Required value 
to  confirm
4 = c learly  
defined
Area
Overall AgFord FSS A gF ss
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
S ource : F ie ld s tudy
The research question “Is the customer target clearly defined?” needs to be 
rejected for all values below 4, which is the case for all areas except the agencies 
working for Ford. For this group the research question is confirmed. Like in the 
former subchapter the following questions will not be answered by this research,
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because they would need further investigations, but from this analysis the question 
can be developed. For the rejected areas the question is: What is not clear? The 
question, why has the information not been transferred, would be the first step to 
gain an improvement from the answer to this question. Is there on purpose a 
difference in company target versus the customer / Ford target? This is a more 
important research question compared to former one, because Ford is outsourcing 
and they are the customer meant in this question. Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003: 63) state that the target must be clearly it is the starting point of the survey 
to find out whether outsourcing is done effectively inside the Ford interior 
department. Supported by mini case study 1, that Ford employees have more 
information, insides and training, it can be assumed that outsourcing has not the 
best starting point, i.e. a lower effectiveness. In the above mentioned mini case the 
outsourced companies do not have clear that they have to use the Ford systems 
and how to use the Ford systems. An example for this is the usage of WERS 
(World wide engineering release system) and the AIM (Automated issue 
management) system, because it can be observed that these systems are not 
used or only later trained and used. In the concrete example Sarria (2009) a 
person with 8 years job experience did not have access to the AIM system. The 
analysis has shown a significant difference between the “Agencies working for 
Ford” group and the “Full service supplier” group. The Agencies working for Ford 
group is at the level of clear, while the full service supplier group is in-between just 
known and known. The Full service supplier has the customer target not clear and 
similar to Agencies working for full service supplier this indicates a gap of 
necessary information to be able to act effectively, while being chosen as 
outsourcing service. Maybe it can be said that the Agency working for Ford has a 
high value in the clearness of target, because of the normal longer experience near 
to Ford. The full service supplier is not so deeply integrate and the Agencies 
working for Full service supplier get their instruction from the Full service supplier. 
An example can be taken from the Galaxy mid cycle development, mini case study
1. Bertrandt (Agency working for Ford) is sitting inside the Ford internal meetings 
and gets to know all the information relevant, while the full service supplier and the
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agencies working for full service supplier get only the filtered information and 
therefore a high misalignment with the Ford (Customer) target direction is the 
result. Information from Brotons (2009) indicates that the project might be delayed, 
because of Grupo Antolin, while other suppliers did have the bigger problems. The 
truth was presented in Bertrandt’s (Agency working for Ford) preferred way to most 
probably keep the pressure high for improvements from the Full service supplier.
5.3 Analysis of Research Question 3: Is the company target met?
Table 5.3.1: Analysis of Research Question 3: Is the company target met?
No. Research question
3
Is the company target 
met?
Required value 
to confirm
4 = fully met
Area
Overall AgFord | FSS AgFss
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y I 5 & 8 Y > 8 Y
Source: Field study
The research question “Is the company target met?” needs to be rejected for all 
areas, because their values are below 4. From this result the following questions 
are generated: What target or area of a target has not been met or what are the 
gaps to fulfil them completely? This will be followed by the question why these 
targets were not fully met? The following is an example of a not met company 
target resulting in ineffectiveness. For the Galaxy face lift Ford develops the 
headlining system with Bertrandt. The production supplier receives the drawings 
and with this the headliners are built. The company target of Grupo Antolin, 
headliner supplier, was to arrange the launch of production with one extra program 
manager, while the production sides support from time to time. The company target 
is not met, because the target, amount of work expected by Ford versus the 
estimate amount by Full service supplier, was not clear. This unclear company 
target and the resulting “not met” had an influence to the customer/ Ford and the 
efficiency of outsourcing, because Manzanas (2009) had to announce to his Chief 
executive officer (CEO) an additional resource compared to the original plan to be 
added to the project.
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Table 5.4.1: Analysis of Research Question 4: Is the customer target met?
5.4 Analysis of Research Question 4: Is the customer target met?
No. Research question
4 Is the customer target met?
Required value 
to confirm
4 = fully met
Area
Overall AgFord FSS | AgFss
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5 & 8 Y | > 8Y
Source: Field study
The research question “Is the customer target met?” needs to be rejected for all 
areas, because their values are below 4. From this result the following questions 
are generated: What target or area of a target has not been met or what are the 
gaps to fulfil them completely? This will be followed by the question why these 
targets were not fully met? The below mini case is an example for a gap in 
customer target. For the Galaxy face lift Ford has shifted their Job 1 schedule 
(Schwalm, 2009), because the development targeted to the outsourcing companies 
did not met the target, because Bertrandt did not include the state of the art know 
how into the design and the production supplier did not compensate early enough 
for this design faults. For instants Headliner cut out mismatch were generated by 
Bertrandt, but Grupo Antolin did not give an early warning.
5.5 Analysis of Research Question 5: Is the actual experience matching the 
level of expected I required experience?
Table 5.5.1: Analysis of Research Question 5: Is the actual experience matching 
the level of expected / required experience?
Is the actual 
experience matching 
the level of expected / 
required experience?
Source: Field study
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The research question “Is the actual experience matching the level of expected / 
required experience?” needs to be rejected for all values below 4, which is the 
case for all areas except the group with 5 to 8 years job experience. For this group 
the research question is confirmed. To support the result for the engineering 
service groups’ two examples from mini case study 1 will be following now. First 
Grupo Antolin a full service supplier has been placing their people into the Galaxy 
face lifting program without the needed knowledge of the Ford systems. At the 
beginning until the middle of the project they did not know the Ford systems: CAD, 
TCE and WERS (Sarria, 2009). The second example is that Bertrandt’s turn over in 
engineering person results in the missing basic knowledge of the overhead system 
requirements. An email proves that first Van der Meulen (2009) was taking care 
about the Galaxy development, while in 2010 it is Mauro Assis. The job experience 
groups show a significant difference within them. The group “less then 3 years”, the 
group “between 3 and 5 years” and the group “more than 8 years” are below the 
required experience, while the group “between 5 and 8 year” is reporting a good 
level of experience. With a longer working period the level experience is 
increasing, but this common sense assumption leaves the question, why does the 
group with “more than 8 years” experience report not the same. This question must 
be left to further investigations.
5.6 Analysis of Research Question 6: Does the design meet the 
requirements?
Table 5.6.1: Analysis of Research Question 6: Does the design meet the 
requirements?
No. Research question Required value 
to confirm Area
3 = meeting 
the
requirements
Che rail AgFord FSS AgFss
c Does the design meet 3.24 3.25 3.20 3.29
the requirements? < 3 Y 3 & 5 Y 5&  8Y > 8 Y
3.32 3.29 3.50 2.85
Source: Field study
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The research question “Does the design meet the requirements?” needs to be 
confirmed for all values above 3, which is the case for all areas except the group 
with more than 8 years job experience. For this group the research question is 
rejected. Further investigation will have to show the reason why especially the 
group with the highest experience is thinking that the design is behind meeting the 
requirements. Maybe the higher experience group is looking for better performance 
or they are really less good as the other groups. Then the question why would 
need to be answered as well.
5.7 Analysis of Research Question 7: Are the systems filled first time right all 
the time?
Table 5.7.1: Analysis of Research Question 7: Are the systems filled first time right 
all the time?
No. Research question
7
Are the systems filled 
first time right all the 
time?
Required value 
to confirm
1 = always 
right
Area
Overall AgFord | FSS | AgFss
< 3 Y 3 & 5 Y | 5 & 8 Y | > 8 Y
Source: Field study
The research question “Are the systems filled first time right all the time?” needs to 
be rejected for all areas. The survey indicates that there is always one modification 
needed, i.e. not sometimes, but always the design is not good enough and needs 
one modification. This can be supported by a mini case study from the Galaxy face 
lifting program and the second mini case study from the Kuga development 
program. In the Galaxy program the production supplier is build to print, i.e. he 
receives the design documentation and produces to this printed drawings and 
documentations without responsibility for the design. Bertrandt is design 
responsible with less know how of the products and the production of these 
products. The production supplier can build the designed part, but modifications 
are needed while the design is not perfect in the set up of the complete car. In this
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case the tolerance chain with the other parts resulted in a touch condition of the 
headliner to the wind screen giving a squeak and rattle complain from the final 
inspection (Vermeulen, 2009). In the second mini case for the development of the 
Kuga, the headliner development has been finalized at the gateway at which all 
design is finished by Ford definition, but the cable design was not finalized at that 
time. This resulted in a modification to the headliner to bring on marks to the 13- 
Side of the headliner. This is a repeating issue, because this was also the case for 
the development of the Focus, C-Max and Galaxy (Calvet, 2009). Further 
investigations would need to find out why this is the case. The result of this 
investigation could be that the groups have to do this modification, because they 
are making faults. Then the next question would be how to train the people or how 
to set up the engineering process to avoid these faults. Another reason for the 
changes could be that the car is built until the first prototype with a certain idea and 
then it is presented to the final customer, who mentions certain preference, which 
has to be introduced by a change. Another reason is that the cost for a vehicle is 
too high and cost reduction ideas are generating late changes. The job experience 
groups with less than 5 years are near to the mean indicating that they need 
always one modification. The group between 5 and 8 years are below the mean 
using one modification, but not always. The group with more than 8 years 
experience is above the mean indicating that they need one to two modifications. 
The why is left to further investigation?
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Table 5.8.1: Analysis of Research Question 8: What is the efficiency at the start 
versus the end of a project?
5.8 Analysis of Research Question 8: What is the efficiency at the start
versus the end of a project?
Source: Field study
The research question “What is the efficiency at the start versus the end of a 
project?” is confirmed for all areas. This can be confirmed by looking at any start of 
projects. Many persons starting a project do not know the structure of the project, 
meetings schedule, names of important persons, etc. Grupo Antolin a full service 
supplier has been placing their people into the Galaxy face lifting program without 
the needed knowledge of the Ford systems. At the beginning until the middle of the 
project they did not know the Ford systems: CAD, TCE and WERS. At the 
beginning until the middle of the project, they did not know the Ford systems, e.g. 
CAD and WERS. This is documented by Petersen (2009) informing about training 
possibilities for team members already longer inside the project. This is a reduced 
efficiency at the start of a project. The interesting question is why there is a 
reduced efficiency and what can be done before the start, e.g. what education is 
needed to do the job best, and what can be done during the first period of the 
project to increase the efficiency to the required level.
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5.9 Analysis of Research Question 9: How much money do you get from your 
company?
Table 5.9.1: Analysis of Research Question 9: How much money do you get from 
your company?
No. Research question
9
How much money do 
you get from your 
company?
Required value 
to confirm
Ford payment 
29.13 Euro to 
35.69 Euro
Source: Field study
The research question “How much money do you get from your company?” needs 
to be confirmed for all values below 29.13 Euro, which is the case for agencies 
working for Ford and for the group with less than 3 years experience. The research 
question is rejected for all areas, while the red marked areas are clearly above the 
payment und the yellow marked ones are falling into the range of the Ford 
payment. The salary for the agencies working for Ford is 25.50 Euro. This means 
the outsourcing companies, placing persons to agencies working for Ford and to 
agencies working for Full service suppliers, are paying less to the persons working 
for Ford directly, while the manufacturing suppliers, Full service supplier and 
therefore also the agencies working for Full service supplier, are getting more. The 
reasoning behind this difference can be only identified by further investigation. For 
the job experience groups the investigation shows an increasing salary with an 
increasing level of job experience, which seems to be reasonable, because more 
experience will result in the willingness to pay more salary. The salary for the group 
“less than 3 years” is 22.63 Euro and therefore clearly below Ford’s payment.
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5.10 Analysis of Research Question 10: How much money does your
company gets for the service you give?
Table 5.10.1: Analysis of Research Question 10: How much money does your
company gets for the service you give?
No.
10
Research question
How much money 
does your company 
gets for the service 
you give?
Required 
value 
to confirm
Ford payment 
29.13 Euro to 
35.69 Euro
Source: Field study
The research question “How much money does your company gets for the service 
you give?" is rejected, because the average of the payment for the person from an 
outside company is for all areas over the range of Ford’s, i.e. the outsourcing 
companies have a higher payment than the Ford employees. This is a main point 
rejecting the theory mentioned in literature that the outsourcing is done, because of 
cost reduction. Ford must have a different reason for outsourcing than cost 
reduction, which could be any of the other mentioned outsourcing advantages, 
while flexibility might be high on this list, because Ford has been handling many 
different car line developments in parallel. This would not have been possible 
without the outsourcing companies.
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5.11 Analysis of Research Question 11: Is the task delivered on time?
Table 5.11.1: Analysis of Research Question 11: Is the task delivered on time?
No. Research question Required value to confirm Area
Overall AgFord FSS AgFss
Is the task delivered 
on time?
Source: Field study
The research question “Is the task delivered on time?” needs to be rejected for all 
values below 3, which is the case for the overall result, for full service supplier and 
for the groups with 3 to 8 years job experience. The research question is confirmed 
for the agencies working for Ford, for the agencies working for full service suppliers 
and for the groups with job experience less than 3 years and more than 8 years. 
The following questions will not be answered by this research, because they would 
need further investigations, but from this analysis the question can be developed. 
Why are the overall result and some groups out of the specified timing? In mini 
case study 1, mini case study 2 and in all other projects Ford has a formal Vehicle 
program planning. This timing is hold and controlled by gateway review. Any falling 
back to this timing is or is tried to be avoided by a Ford team supporting the 
suppliers. Within this process the areas behind the timing can be evaluate the 
reason and find an appropriate improvement.
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5.12 Analysis of Research Question 12: Are the customer complains handled
on time?
Table 5.12.1: Analysis of Research Question 12: Are the customer complains
handled on time?
No. Research question Required value to confirm Area
Are the customer 
complains handled on 
time?
Overall | AgFord FSS AgFss
12 3 = on time < 3 Y | 3 & 5 Y 5&  8 Y > 8 Y
Source: Field study
The research question “Are the customer complains handled on time?” needs to be 
rejected, because for all areas the result value is below 3. To confirm this result the 
following mini case example is outlined. A complain came up about the stiffness of 
a headliner in the Galaxy face lifting program. The message was received and the 
rework of headliner was clear, but the headliner was not improved with the next 
possible delivery date. It was done only later (Aerts, 2009a). Further investigations 
will ask the questions why some complains are not handled on time and what can 
be done to improve this. The other point will be to know what is a sufficient level of 
complain handling. Is on time just good enough as complain handling result or 
should the groups aim for earlier solved?
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Table 5.13.1: Analysis of Research Question 13: How is your working relationship 
to Ford?
5.13 Analysis of Research Question 13: How is your working relationship to
Ford?
Source: Field study
The research question „ How is your working relationship to Ford?” needs to be 
rejected for all values below 3, which is the case for all areas except for the 
agencies working for Ford. For this group the research question is confirmed. The 
following example gives a hint about what could be the reason that Full service 
supplier have a different perceived relationship to Ford than the agencies working 
for Ford. The Full service suppliers are integrated into the Ford development team, 
i.e. they are responsible for their area (e.g. Headliner) and Ford for their area 
(Body in white). If system investigations need to be done the home work goes 
meanly to the full service supplier doing in fact not agreed work suppose to be 
done by Ford. Resistance to this end up in complains and bad reputation given 
from Ford to the management of the Full service supplier (Aerts, 2009b). The 
people are pressed. The agencies working for Ford are treated as Ford, i.e. they 
also benefit from this way of working. They are better treated by Ford than the 
other groups. Further investigation will need to find out, why the relationship is as it 
is. It might be the difference in interest that generates the difference in the 
relationship, because the Full service supplier needs to focus on how to increase 
gains while fulfilling Fords requirements. Or are there more reasons for gaps in 
relationship in addition to the one outlined above?
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Table 5.14.1: Analysis of Research Question 14: How is your working relationship 
to Full service supplier?
5.14 Analysis of Research Question 14: How is your working relationship to
Full service supplier?
Source: Field study
The judgement of all groups, engineering groups and job experience groups, is that 
the relationship to Full service suppliers is good, i.e. the research question is 
confirmed. There is only a slide difference between the means. Further 
investigations could find out the reason for a good relationship and what is lacking 
towards “very good” and “excellent”. The target for this further investigation is to 
find potential areas of improvements not only in this already effective relationship. 
This relationship investigation should be rather a benchmark for the other areas.
5.15 Analysis of Research Question 15: How is your working relationship to 
Agencies working for Ford?
Table 5.15.1: Analysis of Question 15: How is your working relationship to 
Agencies working for Ford?
Source: Field study
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The research question "How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Ford?” needs to be rejected for all values below 3, which is the case for all areas 
except for the agencies working for Ford. For this group the research question is 
confirmed. Agencies working for Ford judged their relationship to Agencies working 
for Ford as good, which is not really a surprise, because their judging their own 
group and they have close and frequent contact. The following example is 
repeated and gives a hint about what could be the reason that Full service 
suppliers have a different perceived relationship to agencies working for Ford. The 
Full service suppliers is integrated into the Ford development team, i.e. they are 
responsible for their area (e.g. Headliner) and Ford for their area (Body in white). If 
system investigations need to be done the home work goes meanly to the full 
service supplier doing in fact not agreed work suppose to be done by Ford. 
Resistance to this end up in complains and bad reputation given from Ford to the 
management of the Full service supplier (Aerts, 2009b). The people are pressed. 
The agencies working for Ford are treated as Ford, i.e. they also benefit from this 
way of working and they are treating the other groups in the same manner. 
Logically the same relation pattern can be observed in the relationship to Ford and 
Agencies working for Ford. Further investigation will need to find out, why the 
relationship is as it is. It might be the difference in interest that generates the 
difference in the relationship, because the Full service supplier needs to focus on 
how to increase gains while fulfilling Fords requirements. Or are there more 
reasons for gaps in relationship in addition to the one outlined above?
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Table 5.16.1: Analysis of Research Question 16: How is your working relationship 
to Agencies working for Full service supplier?
5.16 Analysis of Research Question 16: How is your working relationship to
Agencies working for Full service supplier?
Source: Field study
The research question „ How is your working relationship to Agencies working for 
Full service supplier?” needs to be rejected for all values below 3, which is the 
case for all areas except for the agencies working for Full service supplier and for 
the group with more than 8 years job experience. For this group the research 
question is confirmed. That the research question is confirmed for the group 
Agencies working for Full service supplier is not a surprise, because it is the own 
group. More interesting is that the agencies working for Ford result for all other 
areas was above 3, good relationship, while here it is below 3 indicating a gap to 
good relationship. Even as it is below “good” the value is much higher than the 
value the agencies working for Full service supplier has been giving to Ford or to 
agencies working for Ford. That makes clear that the groups see each other in a 
different way. Another example for this is that the Full service supplier is indicating 
a better relationship to Agencies working for Full service suppliers than for Ford 
and Agencies working for Ford, but their value is below “good”, while the Agencies 
working for Full service supplier are seeing the value above 3, i.e. as good. In 
addition the Agencies working for Full service supplier are directly working for Full 
service supplier and therefore this relationship is important for the effectiveness of 
them. Why the job experience group with more than 8 years is having the highest
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relationship result cannot be clarified within this research. The author assumes that 
it might be because of the longer possible relationships that the value for this area 
is reaching a “good” level. For improving the relationship within the group further 
investigation would be needed.
5.17 Analysis of Research Question 17: How is your level of trust to Ford?
Table 5.17.1: Analysis of Research Question 17: How is your level of trust to Ford?
Source: Field study
The research question “How is your level of trust to Ford?” needs to be rejected, 
because all areas are below 3, i.e. below the level good. Each engineering service 
group is indicating a different judgement to the question about level of trust to Ford. 
Agencies working for Ford judged their trust level to Ford as nearly good, which is 
not really a surprise, because their judging the group with their closes contact. The 
Full service supplier judgement about the trust level is between ok and good. This 
indicates that there is room for improvement. The Agencies working for Full service 
supplier have a significant difference to the Agencies working for Ford and the 
result indicates that the level of trust is just ok. The following is an example of 
where a reduced trust could have come from. Ford has been ordering parts for a 
change without the formal system. Ford wanted the parts earlier as they sent the 
formal order to the supplier. The supplier did deliver without formal order resulting 
in that Ford did not pay the parts (Pinto, 2009). This has harmed the trust in Ford 
words to pay the part even without official order. In comparison to the engineering 
service groups the job experience groups are quite near to each other towards an
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ok to good level of trust to Ford. This indicates that the years of experience are not 
really related to better trust to Ford. Like in other questions the result is behind the 
needed score and it will be interesting why this is like it is to develop 
improvements.
5.18 Analysis of Research Question 18: How is your level of trust to Full 
service supplier?
Table 5.18.1: Analysis of Research Question 18: How is your level of trust to Full 
service supplier?
Source: Field study
The research question “How is your level of trust to Full service supplier?” needs to 
be rejected for all values below 3, which is the case for all areas except for the 
agencies working for Full service supplier. For this group the research question is 
confirmed. An example for a bad level of trust are the project reviews for the 
Galaxy face lifting program, because Ford has requested the Full service supplier 
to report on the progress for improved parts the day before Christmas, directly after 
Christmas and during the general vacation period (Beyer, 2009), because Ford did 
not trust the supplier making progress without these checks. That the agencies 
working for Full service suppliers are indicating a good level of trust is not 
surprising, because they working for them and have a good trust level. More 
interesting is that within the group of Full service supplier the trust is less than 
good. In Comparison to the engineering service groups the job experience groups
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are quite near to each other towards an ok to good level of trust to Ford. This 
indicates that the years of experience are not really related to better trust to Full 
service supplier. Like in other questions the result is behind the needed score and 
it will be interesting why this is like it is to develop improvements.
5.19 Analysis of Research Question 19: How is your level of trust to Agencies 
working for Ford?
Table 5.19.1: Analysis of Research Question 19: How is your level of trust to 
Agencies working for Ford?
Source: Field study
The research question “How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Ford?” 
needs to be rejected, because the level of trust is more than ok but not good. It 
needs to be checked why the level of trust is not seen as good. Bertrandt is an 
agency working for Ford taking the developing responsibility for the interior without 
the full necessary production supplier know how, while working on the 
development the full service supplier are seeing their know how transferred to them 
resulting also in a gap to the level of trust (Temino, 2009b). Agencies working for 
Ford judged their trust level to Agencies working for Ford as nearly good, which is 
not really a surprise, because their judging their own group. The Full service 
supplier judgement about the trust level is between ok and good. This indicates 
that there is room for improvement. The Agencies working for Full service supplier 
have a significant difference to the Agencies working for Ford and the result
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indicates that the level of trust is just ok. This result is similar to the one for Ford. 
What is the reason for the difference within the groups? Further investigation 
needs to address, why there is a reduced level of trust compared to other groups.
5.20 Analysis of Research Question 20: How is your level of trust to Agencies 
working for Full service supplier?
Table 5.20.1: Analysis of Research Question 20: How is your level of trust to 
Agencies working for Full service supplier?
No. Research question Required value to confirm Area
WruA/ ic \/oi ir IoxjoI rtf Overall AgFss
20
n u w  io yuu i levtzi vji
trust to Agencies
3 = goodworking for Full 
service supplier? < 3 Y > 8 Y
Source: Field study
The research question,, How is your level of trust to Agencies working for Full 
service supplier?” needs to be rejected for all values below 3, which is the case for 
all areas. Interesting is that within the group of Agencies working for full service 
supplier the trust is less than good. The job experience groups are also quite near 
to each other towards an ok to good level of trust to Agencies working for full 
service supplier. This indicates that the years of experience are not really related to 
better trust to Ford. Like in other questions the result is behind the needed score 
and it will be interesting why this is like it is to develop improvements. The next 
chapter will answer the question of the thesis.
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5.21 Answering the thesis question
The below figure including the associated table is showing the influence of the 
different areas to the effectiveness of outsourcing. It has two columns with different 
effectiveness areas, which count towards the complete effectiveness value. The 
left column shows target, design efficiencies, quality, salary, timing, relationship, 
trust and some smaller factors not checked. They are adding up to 100% 
effectiveness in the ideal case. The right column shows that there is a gap to the 
full effectiveness. The amount is represented by the block “ineffectiveness”. The 
fields are adjusted by the figures the survey is indicating in relation to the research 
question. For instants the working experience research question is asking for a 
good level. The level good is coded with a 4. The other 4 possibilities are coded 
with the remaining 1 to 5. With a survey result of 3.59 and the research question is 
asking for a good level representing a 4, then the effectiveness level is 3.59 / 4 = 
87.75%. Following this overview each of the blocks/ effectiveness areas will show 
and explain their values.
Figure 5.21.1: Overview of comparison real effectiveness (Ford case) and 
theoretical values (Ideal case) [repeated]
I Ineffectiveness
□ Target 
I Design efficiency 
I Quality 
I Salary
□  T im in g
□ Relationship 
I Trust
I Factors not checked
Ideal case Ford case
Source: Field Study
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Table 5.21.1: Percentage split for Figure 5.21.1
[%] Factors not checked Trust Relationship Timing Salary Design efficiency Quality Target Ineffectiveness
Ideal case 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 0
Ford case 12.5 10.6 8.9 10.9 8.5 4.5 12.1 10.4 21.6
Source: Field Study
Target
In the survey the target area is looking at the company and the customer area. For 
both areas the target should be defined at the start of the project, because only 
from the known target the best result can be achieved or from there the status can 
be improved. The question whether the targets are met can be only answered for 
the known bits of the target. For the undefined bits it cannot be known whether the 
target is met. The company target might be not in line with the customer target. 
Anyway the customer target is more important for evaluating the outsourcing 
effectiveness: therefore the focus is on this target setting and fulfillment. The 
customer target is not clear (91.5%) and not met (91%). This effectiveness in the 
target area is 83.3%, resulting from the logic that 91% are achieved from 91.5% 
target setting.
Figure 5.21.2: Effectiveness reduced in target area
Company Customer
Source: Field Study
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As a practioner the result for the customer target, i.e. the multiplication of the target 
set and met, is a direction to follow up. The multiplied result is from the survey and 
statistically evaluated. It has a potential fault and difference within the groups, but it 
is a clear indication that Ford interior is loosing effectiveness in this area and that 
specific improvement actions need to be developed by the next research or by 
other management tools. This is also applicable for the next areas.
Quality
The survey is indicating a level of effectiveness of 90% for the experience level and 
108% for design meets requirement. This is resulting in 97% effectiveness, 
because the quality factors are interdependent. The value is indicating that this 
area is having a rather small effected on the loosing effectiveness.
Figure 5.21.3 Effectiveness level in quality area
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Source: Field Study 
Design efficiency
The survey shows an effectiveness of 45% for system filled the first time right all 
the time. For the effectiveness reduced at the start the value from the survey is 
80% resulting in an effectiveness value of 36% for the start of projects. This is the
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lowest value for the whole survey. The weakness is that there is no comparison 
possible to Ford and any other party to be able to judge whether outsourcing has a 
better effectiveness or not. Seen practically and being convinced that the 
outsourcing is needed to have the needed work force for all projects, the 
outsourcing decision is set. Based on this it needs to be concentrated on that the 
effectiveness value is very low and will need to be worked on to establish 
improvements.
Figure 5.21.4: Effectiveness reduced in design area
120 
100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 
[%]
Source: Field Study 
Salary
The area money from the company is checking how much money the persons get 
paid by their companies, but this result cannot be used to check the effectiveness 
of outsourcing for the Ford interior department. It is part of the survey to be able to 
make further investigations, e.g. to use the result in investigation to trust and 
relationship. The right columns of the below figure 5.21.5 are showing the result for 
the amount of money Ford is paying to the outsourcing companies. Ford is paying 
more to the outsourcing companies compared to the money they pay their own 
persons resulting in 68% effectiveness. This means that Ford has a different 
reason than cost effectiveness for outsourcing, because the payment to service 
company is higher resulting in a lower effectiveness. Maybe the gained flexibility is
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the reason for outsourcing, while Ford is developing several car lines at the same 
time, e.g. C-Max successor, Focus successor, Face lift Galaxy and Transit. Ford 
can employee a bigger team, but then they will have employees also in less work 
intensive periods. The evaluation of company, e.g. in the stock market, is also 
influenced by this policy. The outsourced person is not included in the head count 
and will result in a better company judgment. This company judgment results in a 
credit rating deciding in the amount of interest Ford has to pay for investment. 
Overall the assumption is that the outsourcing is not cost effective, while with the 
overall missing information the strategy still might be. This cannot be judge within 
this survey. Another positive point for Ford is that the risk is shifted to Full service 
suppliers. For any modification, whether caused by Ford or Full service supplier, 
the Full service supplier has to place resources behind the tasks ending in that 
additional work is paid by Full service suppliers.
Figure 5.21.5: Effectiveness reduced in salary area
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Source: Field Study
277
Timing
The effectiveness is 98% for the task delivered on time. For complain handling the 
effectiveness is 89%. The multiplication of 98% with 89%, gives a minimum 
effectiveness of 87%. During the development period the delivery on time is most 
important, because in concurrent engineering the other areas are basing their 
design on the surrounding design status and to not have a surrounding design 
status is normally ending up in a delay, because design issues are happening 
without data from the environment. For JIT production and launch it is important to 
handle the customer complains on time to avoid bad quality to the final customer. 
Like said before for a former area this value cannot be compared to Ford or any 
other department, anyway there is a lack compared to the ideal and should be 
improved.
Figure 5.21.6: Effectiveness reduced in timing area
102,0
Source: Field Study
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Relationship
For the relationship evaluation different values came out. The relationship to Ford 
had an overall effectiveness of 90%, Relationship to full service supplier overall 
104%, Relationship to Agencies working for Ford overall 91% and Relationship to 
Full service suppliers overall 96%. Group “Agencies working for Full service 
supplier” has shown an effectiveness of 71% for Ford and for Agencies working for 
Ford. This is the lowest value and therefore seen as the biggest effectiveness gap 
for the relationship area. This value is used in the summary, because to underline 
the issue. These relationships should be targeted to improve.
Figure 5.21.7: Effectiveness reduced in relationship area
■  Ideal case
■ Real case
Relationship to Relationship to Relationship to Relationship to 
[<%] Ford FSS AgFord AgFSS
Source: Field Study 
Trust
For the trust level different values came out. The trust to Ford had an effectiveness 
of overall 85%, Trust to Full service supplier overall 93%, Trust to Agencies 
working for Ford overall 86% and Trust to full service suppliers overall 85%. Group 
“Agencies working for Full service supplier” has shown an effectiveness of 67% for
279
Ford. This is the lowest value and therefore seen as the biggest effectiveness gap 
for the trust area. This value is used in the summary, because to underline the 
issue. This trust should be improved.
Figure 5.21.8: Effectiveness reduced in trust area
Source: Field Study 
Factors not checked
The literature is indicating 3 additional areas which are applicable for the Ford 
department and could give an improvement, but not reducing the effectiveness. 
Access to new skills and knowledge, new technology and greater added value can 
give Ford an advantage, but it can be not compared to Ford level of skills, 
knowledge, technology and added value by this survey. And more important Ford 
is handling these fields on their own so that is seen as neutral at a 100% level to 
outsourcing effectiveness.
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Ineffectiveness
The different results leave us with 21.6% ineffectiveness. A full reply of the 
population including Ford might give a different result, but for the usage of the data 
for the next steps practically not important. The survey has revealed gaps to the 
effectiveness and therefore the next steps would be further investigations to find 
the reasons to improve the outcome from outsourcing. The next chapter 6 is 
outlining the conclusions and recommendations in which the first recommendations 
for the next steps can be seen.
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6 Conclusion and recommendation
This chapter starts with an overview about the contribution to practice from this 
thesis. After the practical benefits for this thesis have been outlined, a summary 
with the focus on validity and reliability will be followed by the conclusion. This 
chapter and the thesis is ending with the recommendation for further investigation 
and with the recommendation how to use the results or the basic work for the same 
or any other applicable purpose.
6.1 Contribution to practice
The Student Handbook (2005:15) is defining; “the DBA is primarily designed to 
enable a significant contribution to the enhancement of professional practice in the 
business area through the application and development of theoretical framework”. 
This opens the question what is the contribution to practice from this thesis and 
where it comes from. The contribution can be divided into two areas. One area is 
the general benefit, i.e. what can be generalised and the other area is the special 
case, i.e. the practical impact for the Ford interior department and for the groups 
and companies within this department. For the general area it can be said that 
outsourcing is a common practice of many companies. Also common is the need to 
check that the outsourcing is done in an effective way. That means that other 
companies will have the need to check the effectiveness of outsourcing and they 
could use the same or adjusted questions of this research. They can pick out of the 
searched literature their area of interest. This thesis, which proofs a gap in 
effectiveness, might be also helping in getting awareness of the management to 
get the allowance to check the effectiveness of outsourcing. This thesis shows that 
there is already a system inside the automotive sector to secure the effective 
interaction, but still gaps to the effectiveness are visible. Noticing these gaps, i.e. 
reaching general awareness, might be the starting point for searching for 
improvement areas. The practical benefit for the Ford interior department is that 
this thesis proves that there is a gap in effectiveness and that the result will enable 
Ford or their suppliers to work on these gaps as well. The thesis also indicates the
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area with the highest potential for improvement. The priority would be to reduce the 
number of changes and the readiness of employees entering a project. Like it is 
requested in the ISO/TS 16949 (2009:11) a matrix is required to show the status of 
expertise and the need for training. This field is the highest priority and is also the 
easiest to argue and to implement, because if at least one person in the team has 
to operate the WERS (World wide Engineering Release System) then there should 
be not much resistance to arrange the training for this person. The question why it 
has not been done before is valid; the assumption is that the awareness to have to 
have such training has been not big enough. This thesis should help to increase 
this awareness. To round up the benefits, the author is aware that the results will 
not find the way to all companies involved. While this was the aim, this lack of 
usage of this established knowledge is a waste, but on the other hand it might be a 
benefit for other, e.g. the author’s, company. An improved outsourcing 
effectiveness established by this company would be recognised by Ford and would 
be a competitive advantage ideally resulting in staying in business with Ford for a 
longer period or even increasing the market share.
6.2 Overview
After the research question has been clear, the thesis started with the check of 
literature. The literatures of outsourcing and effectiveness have been a rich bases 
of knowledge from which the methodology was developed. The method used is an 
online questionnaire. The link for this online questionnaire was sent out by email to 
the whole sample, i.e. to all outsourcing companies without Ford. The difficulty was 
to check, if the people have answered the questionnaire and which not, because it 
is totally anonymous. Therefore the reminders were going to the whole sample 
again. 518 persons were asked, 68 persons replied and finished the questionnaire. 
This is a reply rate of 13% which is not the amount of replies a researcher would 
wish, but drawn from Dey (1997:216) work nowadays this rate is what can be 
achieved. For the general results, for all groups with 68 replies, there was no issue 
with the normal distribution at all. The evaluation of groups was more critical,
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because the risk was that amount of persons in a group could have made it 
impossible to use ANOVA. The evaluation in chapter 4 has shown that the risk was 
only theoretical. For triangulation and to support the results mini case studies are 
backing up the findings. As a practioner the result from the survey statistically 
evaluated and backed up by mini cases will have the normal inaccuracies and 
difference within the groups, but it is an indication that Ford interior is loosing 
effectiveness in the shown areas on which Ford and the suppliers have to focus 
their corrective actions. The following is revisiting the validity and reliability, 
because to layout the strong and weak points for this area. 'Mitchell (1996) outlines 
three common approaches to assessing reliability: Test re-test; internal 
consistency; alternative forms. Test re-test estimate of reliability are obtained by 
correlating data collected with those from the same questionnaire collected under 
as near equivalent conditions as possible. (Saunders et al., 2003:309). ' Test and 
re-test will be the most difficult reliability check, because the time was not available 
to ask the participant to fill the questionnaire a second time. In chapter 4 the 
number of replies is in average 13% from 518 asked persons. The researcher 
points out that in the first round only 13% replies were achieved, while a second 
round would be required to check the reliability. A weakness in having a second 
round would be that with 518 asked persons again and an absolute anonymous 
research it could not be secured that the same person have been answering the 
questionnaire a second time. It could be a number or even all persons answering 
the first time. 'Internal consistency involves correlating the responses to each 
question in the questionnaire with those to other questions in the 
questionnaire...(Saunders et al., 2003: 310). ' This reliability check is done in the 
analyzing phase, where for instants the level of trust or relationship can be cross 
checked, i.e. one group was saying that the level is good than the other group 
should say the same about this otherwise there is a mismatch establishing a 
reliability issue. For the similar groups as Ford and Agencies working for Ford this 
reliability check has shown that the outcome was confirmed. It also has been seen 
that agencies working for Ford are talking better about the agencies working for 
Full service supplier. This is seen as a difference in the perceived relationship
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rather than a reliability issue. 'Alternative form offers some sense of the reliability 
within your questionnaire through comparing responses to alternative forms of the 
same question or groups of questions (Saunders et al., 2003: 310). This reliability 
check could be integrated into the questionnaire by asking the question in two 
different ways, but these requirements were not build into the questionnaire, 
because the pilot questionnaire has show that it would have made it impossible to 
get enough answers, while the questionnaire was already to long. Mini case 
studies to compare the finding to another source are balancing this disadvantage. 
Saunders et al. (2003:101) stated: ’Validity is concerned with whether the findings 
are really about what they appear to be about. Is the relationship between two 
variables a causal relationship?’ For instants a less experienced person is seen to 
need more time for a project, but maybe the increase of time is needed, because 
the project, process or product is new or done the first time. These reflections have 
been done in the analysis phase. With the validity check the findings are validated 
to be the real ones. Sekaran (2000: 209) is mentioning different types of validity: 
Content validity: the representativeness or sampling adequacy of the content of a 
measuring instrument. In this research the content validity is given by asking all 
possible members of the Ford interior department about the outsourcing 
effectiveness in this department. Face validity: Subjectively assesses the 
correspondence between the individual items and the concept through rating by 
expert judges and pre-tests. This validity check will be covered, because the 
findings will be compared to the literature and backed up by mini case studies. 
Criterion-related validity: Measurement of different individuals or a criterion it is 
expected to predict. As before stated the findings will be compared to the literature 
and backed up by mini cases. Concurrent validity: The extent to which one 
measure of a variable can be used to estimate an individual’s current score on a 
different measure of the same, or a closely related variable. In the survey the 
concurrent validity cannot be compared within the survey, but the findings are 
compared to the mini case studies. Predictive validity: The extent to which an 
individual’s future level on some variable can be predicted by his performance on a 
current measurement. With the survey findings compared to the literature
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generalization can be used to predict future result inside the Ford interior 
department with this a performance measurement system might be reinforced, e.g. 
ISO/TS 16949. Construct Validity: The understanding of the factors that underlie 
the obtained measurement. A comparison to the literature inside the analysis will 
set the findings with the literature in relation. Convergent validity: The ability of 
individual items of a scale measuring the same construct to correlate well with 
each other. The correlation will be after the survey done in the analysis, where the 
areas of trust and relationship have the best chances to meet the convergent 
validity. Discriminant validity: Indicated by predictable low correlations between the 
measure of interest and the other measure of interest and other measures that are 
supposedly not meaning the same variable or concept.' The findings will be 
compared to the literature inside the analysis, where the analysis is looking for a 
clear difference between the variable and concept. This is done in the areas, where 
it was expected. The available time, the access to the data and the likely behavior 
of the respondent where not making it possible to integrate the reliability and 
validity measures as the theory is indicating, but this weakness is compensate, 
because the survey intention is to discover areas in which there is a gap to 
effectiveness and where not to have a practical starting point to improve the 
outsourcing effectiveness. The next subchapter shows the conclusion.
6.3 Conclusion
The survey results have shown that outsourcing inside the Ford Interior department 
is not effective as it could be, because in some areas ineffectiveness is revealed by 
this survey. The results have been showing that the ineffectiveness is adding up to 
21.6%. This 21.6 % ineffectiveness is from the following areas: Design efficiency 
8%, Salary 4%, Relationship 3.6%, Target 2.1%, Trust 1.9%, Timing 1.6% and 
Quality 0.4%. The following text will go throught these areas. First the area of 
design efficiency shows the biggest value of ineffectiveness. There is always one 
modification needed resulting in a perceived efficiency of 45%. At the start of the 
project the effectiveness is even reduced to 36%. That is indicating that experience
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and training is having an effect, so that this area has the highest potential for 
improvement. Like it is requested in the ISO/TS 16949 (2009:11) a matrix is 
required to show the status of expertise and the need for training, which should be 
a living document. It must be established and then frequently update by developing 
the personnel. This result does not come as surprises the following repeated 
sentences for the literature review have foresee this disadvantage. Anon 
(2000:714), Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2002:196) are claiming that the 
contracted companies are failing to deliver the promised goods and services. This 
issue could have been generated at the beginning of the outsourcing process. It 
could have been a poor choice of outsourcing partners (Elmuti and Kathawala 
2000:125), which could here be seen as they do not have the required training. 
Additional support to the claims from above authors is that Ford wants to do more 
task in-house again, because the suppliers do not deliver the required quality 
(Murphy, 2003:29). The salary for the outsourcing companies is higher than the 
salary for Ford employees. While Ford is developing many car lines at the same 
time, the cost saving factor, describe in literature by Hermes and Schwarz 
(2005:20) and many other authors, for outsourcing supported by the survey result 
is and cannot be the aim of Ford. It can be assumed that Ford needs the flexibility 
for the projects (Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2001:411) and therefore is prepared 
to pay more for the service. Ford could employee a bigger team, but then they will 
have employees also in the less work intensive periods. The evaluation of 
company, e.g. in the stock market, is also a reason for needing the flexibility. The 
outsourced person is not included in the head count and this will result in a better 
company judgment. This company judgment results in a credit rating deciding on 
the amount of interest rates Ford has to pay for investment. Overall the result 
would indicate that the outsourcing is not cost effective, while with the overall 
missing information the strategy might be still cost effective. This cannot be judge 
within this survey. The literature is not indicating how much a company is willing to 
pay or can pay to have flexibility instead of cost reduction. All this will be only 
clearly evaluated with the internal data of Ford not available for this outside 
research.
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The relationship is also showing room for improvement within the different groups. 
The groups are indicting a relationship to Ford as behind good, the relationship to 
Full service supplier as good, the relationship to Agencies working for Ford as 
behind good and to Agencies working for Full service supplier as behind good as 
well. Only the full service supplier relationship was seen as good by all groups, i.e. 
by all engineering service groups and by all job experience groups. First the 
relationship to Ford is looked at in detail. The following example gives a hint about 
what could be the reason that Full service supplier have a different perceived 
relationship to Ford than the agencies working for Ford. The Full service suppliers 
are integrated into the Ford development team, i.e. they are responsible for their 
area (e.g. Headliner) and Ford for their area (Body in white). If systems 
investigation need to be done the home work goes meanly to the full service 
supplier doing in fact not agreed work suppose to be done by Ford themselves. 
Resistance to this is ending up in complains and bad reputation given from Ford to 
the management of the Full service supplier (Aerts, 2009b). The agencies working 
for Ford are treated as Ford, i.e. they also benefit from this way of working. They 
are better treated by Ford than the other groups. The agencies working for Ford 
are treating the other groups in the same manner as Ford is doing. Logically the 
same relation pattern can be observed in the relationship result for Ford and 
Agencies working for Ford. This difference in treatment is one of the reasons that 
Full service suppliers have a different relationship to Ford compared to the 
relationship agencies working for Ford are having to Ford.
The relationship to Full service suppliers has been indicated as good. So that this 
area would be low on the priority list for improvements and checks, but further 
investigation in this area might be a good benchmark for the other areas. Next 
group is the agencies working for Full service supplier. They are indicating a good 
relationship to Agencies working for Full service supplier. This is not a surprise, 
because it is their own group. More interesting is that the agencies working for 
Ford results was above 3 for all other groups, good relationship, while here it is 
below 3 indicating a gap to good relationship. Even as it is below “good" the value
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is much higher than the value the agencies working for Full service supplier has 
been giving to Ford or to agencies working for Ford. That makes clear that the 
groups see each other in a different way. Another example for this is that the Full 
service supplier is indicating a better relationship to Agencies working for Full 
service suppliers than for Ford and Agencies working for Ford, but their value is 
below “good", while the Agencies working for Full service supplier are seeing the 
value above 3, i.e. as good. In addition the Agencies working for Full service 
supplier are directly working for Full service supplier and therefore this relationship 
is important for the effectiveness of them. Agencies working for Full service 
supplier are indicating a good relationship to Full service supplier, while in the other 
direction the relationship is seen as behind good. Why in one case the job 
experience group with more than 8 years is having the highest relationship result 
cannot be clarified within this research. The author assumes that it might be 
because of the longer possible relationships that the value for this area is reaching 
a “good” level.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003: 63) state that the target must be clear. It is the 
starting point of the survey to find out whether outsourcing is done effectively inside 
the Ford interior department. Supported by mini case study 1, that Ford employees 
have more information, insides and training, it can be assumed that outsourcing 
has not the best starting point, i.e. a lower effectiveness. In the above mentioned 
case the outsourced companies do not have clear that they have to use the Ford 
systems and how to use the Ford systems. An example for this is the usage of 
WERS (World wide engineering release system) and the AIM (Automated issue 
management) system, because it can be observed that these systems are not 
used or only later trained and used. In the concrete example Sarria (2009) a 
person with 8 years job experience did not have access to the AIM system. The 
target analysis has shown a significant difference between the “Agencies working 
for Ford” group and the “Full service supplier” group. The Agencies working for 
Ford group is at the level of clear, while the full service supplier group is in- 
between just known and known. The Full service supplier has the customer target
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not clear and similar to Agencies working for full service supplier this indicates a 
gap of necessary information to be able to act effectively, while being chosen as an 
outsourcing service. Maybe it can be said that the Agencies working for Ford have 
a high value in the clearness of target, because of the normal longer experience 
near to Ford. The full service supplier is not so deeply integrate and the Agencies 
working for Full service supplier get their instruction from the Full service supplier. 
An example can be taken from the Galaxy mid cycle development, mini case study 
1. Bertrandt (Agency working for Ford) is sitting inside the Ford internal meetings 
and gets to know all the information relevant, while the full service supplier and the 
agencies working for full service supplier get only the filtered information and 
therefore a high misalignment with the Ford (Customer) target direction is the 
result. Information from Brotons (2009) indicates that the project might be delayed, 
because of Grupo Antolin, while other suppliers did have the bigger problems. The 
truth was presented in Bertrandt’s (Agency working for Ford) preferred way to most 
probably keep the pressure high for improvements from the Full service supplier.
In all areas the customer target has not been fully met. The below mini case is an 
example for a gap in customer target. For the Galaxy face lift Ford has shifted their 
Job 1 schedule (Schwalm, 2009), because the development targeted to the 
outsourcing companies did not met the target, because Bertrandt did not include 
the state of the art know how into the design and the production supplier did not 
compensate early enough for this design faults. For instants Headliner cut out 
mismatch were generated by Bertrandt, but Grupo Antolin did not give an early 
warning. Further investigation need to find out the targets or area of a target which 
have not been met and what are the gaps to fulfil them completely. This will be 
followed by the question why these targets were not fully met. The area of trust 
shows the following aspects. Agencies working for Ford judged their trust level to 
Ford as nearly good, which is not really a surprise, because their judging the group 
with their closes contact. The Full service supplier judgement about the trust level 
is between ok and good. This indicates that there is room for improvement. The 
Agencies working for Full service supplier have a significant difference to the
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Agencies working for Ford judgement and their result indicates that the level of 
trust is just ok. The following is an example of where a reduced trust could have 
come from. Ford has been ordering parts for a change without the formal system. 
Ford wanted the parts earlier as they sent the formal order to the supplier. The 
supplier did deliver without formal order resulting in that Ford did not pay the parts 
(Pinto, 2009). This has harmed the trust in Ford’s words to pay the part even 
without official order. An example for a bad level of trust to the full service suppliers 
are the project reviews for the Galaxy face lifting program, because Ford has 
requested the Full service supplier to report on the progress for improved parts the 
day before Christmas, directly after Christmas and during the general vacation 
period (Beyer, 2009), because Ford did not trust the supplier making progress 
without these checks. That the agencies working for Full service suppliers are 
indicating a good level of trust to Full service supplier is not surprising, because 
they working for them. More interesting is that within the group of Full service 
supplier the trust is less than good.
The level of trust to agencies working for Ford is not seen as good. Bertrandt is an 
agency working for Ford taking the developing responsibility for the interior without 
the full necessary production supplier know how, while working on the 
development the full service supplier are seeing their know how transferred to them 
resulting also in a gap to the level of trust (Temino, 2009b). Agencies working for 
Ford judged their trust level to Agencies working for Ford as nearly good, which is 
not really a surprise, because their judging their own group. The Full service 
supplier judgement about the trust level is between ok and good. This indicates 
that there is room for improvement. The Agencies working for Full service supplier 
have a significant difference to the Agencies working for Ford and the result 
indicates that the level of trust is just ok. This result is similar to the one shown for 
Ford. What is the reason for the difference within the groups? Further investigation 
needs to address, why there is a reduced level of trust compared to other groups. 
Interesting is that within the group of Agencies working for full service supplier the 
trust is less than good. This is similar to the relationship finding of this group. In
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Comparison to the engineering service groups the job experience groups are quite 
near to each other towards an ok to good level of trust to Ford. This indicates that 
the years of experience are not really related to better trust to Full service supplier. 
Like in other areas the result is behind the needed score and it will be interesting 
why this is like it is to develop improvements. The tasks are delivered on time by 
the agencies working for Ford, the agencies working for full service suppliers and 
the groups with job experience less than 3 years and more than 8 years. For the 
overall result, for full service supplier and for the groups with 3 to 8 years job 
experience the deliver is late. Why are the overall result and some groups out of 
the specified timing? In mini case study 1, mini case study 2 and in all other 
projects Ford has a formal Vehicle program planning. This timing is hold and 
controlled by gateway review. Any falling back to this timing is or is tried to be 
avoided by a Ford team supporting the suppliers. Within this process the areas 
behind the timing can be evaluating the reason and find an appropriate 
improvement. The other question about timing has shown that all areas have not 
handled customer complains on time. To confirm this result the following mini case 
example is outlined. A complain came up about the stiffness of a headliner in the 
Galaxy face lifting program. The message was received and the rework of 
headliner was clear, but the headliner was not improved with the next possible 
delivery date. It was done only later (Aerts, 2009a). Further investigations will ask 
the questions why some complains are not handled on time and what can be done 
to improve this. The other point will be to know what is a sufficient level of complain 
handling. Is on time just good enough as complain handling result or should the 
groups aim for earlier solved.
In this cross sectional research the quality results are having gaps as well. The 
actual working experience of the outsourcing companies has only shown a good 
level for the group with 5 to 8 years job experience. All other areas and groups did 
fall behind this level. To support the result for the engineering service groups’ two 
examples from mini case study 1 will be following now. First Grupo Antolin a full 
service supplier has been placing their people into the Galaxy face lifting program
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without the needed knowledge of the Ford systems. At the beginning until the 
middle of the project they did not know the Ford systems: CAD, TCE and WERS 
(Sarria, 2009). The second example is that Bertrandt’s turn over in engineering 
person results in the missing basic knowledge of the overhead system 
requirements. An email proves that first Van der Meulen (2009) was taking care 
about the Galaxy development, while in 2010 it is Mauro Assis. The job experience 
groups show a significant difference within them. The group “less then 3 years”, the 
group “between 3 and 5 years” and the group “more than 8 years” are below the 
required experience, while the group “between 5 and 8 year” is reporting a good 
level of experience. With a longer working period the level experience is 
increasing, but this common sense assumption leaves the question, why does the 
group with “more than 8 years" experience report not the same. This question must 
be left to further investigations. The design done by the outsourced service is 
meeting the requirements for all areas except the group with more than 8 years job 
experience. Further investigation will have to show the reason why especially the 
group with the highest experience is thinking that the design is behind meeting the 
requirements. Maybe the higher experience group is looking for better performance 
or they are really less good compared to the other groups. Then the question why 
would need to be answered as well. This subchapter has been giving an overview 
about the main conclusions. The survey has been collecting more data, which 
would offer more conclusions in detailed question. For instants an additional 
analysis could ask if a clear target setting had an influence in the timing. This will 
depend on the special interest of the reader and is here avoided to keep the focus 
and within limitations. The recommendations will follow in the next subchapter.
6.4 Recommendation
The survey has been conducted on a cross sectional basis. It is checking the 
effectiveness at that time. Since the survey has been done the world and the 
automotive sector has been hit by the economic crises. Therefore the result might 
be already overdue at the time of writing up this thesis. The recommendation is to
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take the status and move onwards. The first step should be to secure a clear target 
setting and the communication of this target. Then the areas with ineffectiveness 
need to be evaluated in detailed and improvement actions need to be developed. 
As it is required inside the general applicable automotive specification ISO/TS 
16949 (2009:34) under ISO 9001:2008, Quality management systems — 
Requirements: 8.5.2 Corrective actions. For instants there should be a standard 
training for the persons starting a project to be able to start more effective and to 
be able to improve also for the final phases of the projects. This must be 
compulsory otherwise the different companies will not invest in these trainings. For 
example it is compulsory for the releasing system WERS only persons with the 
training get the access to the system, so that the users are fully capable using the 
system. Under ISO/TS 16949 (2009:11) “6.2.2 Competence, training and 
awareness” the request for a training is already a compulsory requirement for all 
automotive companies. The organization shall ensure that personnel with product 
design responsibility are competent to achieve design requirements and are skilled 
in applicable tools and techniques. Applicable tools and techniques shall be 
identified by the organization (ISO/TS 16949, 2009:11).' Further to secure the 
design efficiency,...'the organization shall have a process to control and react to 
changes that impact product realization. The effects of any change, including those 
changes cause by any supplier, shall be assessed, and verification and validation 
activities shall be defined, to ensure compliance with customer requirements 
(ISO/TS 16949, 2009:14).’ ‘Inputs relating to product requirements shall be 
determined and records maintained. These inputs shall include a) functional and 
performance requirements, b) applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, c) 
where applicable, information derived from previous similar designs, and d) other 
requirements essential for design and development (ISO/TS 16949, 2009:17).’ 
Furthermore a process for improvement and for increasing the design efficiency 
could be the implementation by the PDCA process. ISO/ TS 16949 (2009: xi) is 
defining the process as follows: ‘Plan: establish the objectives and processes 
necessary to deliver results in accordance with customer requirements and the 
organization's policies. Do: implement the processes. Check: monitor and measure
294
processes and product against policies, objectives and requirements for the 
product and the report the result. Act: take actions to continually improve process 
performance.’ A recommendation for improving the salary effectiveness might look 
like this. Ford or any other organization will have, like discussed and outlined 
above, a standard or matrix of competences an employee has to fulfill. That means 
with a clear job description the purchasing department might find the same service 
for less money. If additional persons are needed and the market does not allow for 
improving cost by purchasing pressure to outsourcing company, then to support 
the outsourced company to make the employee most effective might be another 
possibility. For instants Ford can open their trainings facilities. A supporting variant 
with more force to the outsourced company is to not allow personnel working in the 
project without certain training. This is done for the WERS system resulting in only 
trained personnel operating the system. To improve the relationship and trust might 
be the most difficult task. It will depend much on the people, while communication 
will be a key to it. Kakabadse and Kakabadse (2003:67) are claiming: ‘Integrative 
skills are required while outsourcing to re-arrange the way of working, to integrate 
around the activities and to apply quality control.' The control point might be also 
archived by asking the personnel from time to time about the status of relationship 
and trust to have a quick turn around if issues are coming up.
The organization shall have a process to measure the extent to which its 
personnel are aware of the relevance and importance of their activities and how 
they contribute to the achievement of the quality objectives (ISO/TS 16949, 
2009:12.’ This sentence claims that for instants Ford has to check that the target 
and its importance have been reached the personnel. This should be done in a 
measurable way. Within this measure the extent to which this target has been met 
can be included as well. ‘As one of the measurements of the performance of the 
quality management system, the organization shall monitor information relating to 
customer perception as to whether the organization has met customer 
requirements. The methods for obtaining and using this information shall be 
determined (ISO/TS 16949, 2009:28).’ The field of timing inside ISO/TS 16949
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(2009:15) is pointing out that quick customer feedback, including customer 
complains handling is required. This point interacts with the one above where 
integrative skills will fasten the complain handling and it will interact with the next 
point quality, because an overall good quality is allowing for a quick response in 
the case a problem occurs, while many issue will not support a timely elimination of 
the customer complain. To be able to meet the quality that means the standards 
and specification, ‘the organization shall have a process to assure the timely 
review, distribution and implementation of all customer engineering standards/ 
specifications and changes based on customer-required schedule. (ISO/TS 16949, 
2009:6).’ For both “the actual working experience of the outsourcing companies is 
meeting the requirements” and for “the design done by the outsourced service is 
meeting the requirements” the control should be based on continues data. The 
organization shall determine and analyze appropriate data to demonstrate the 
suitability and effectiveness of the quality management system and to evaluate 
where continual improvement of the effectiveness of the quality management 
system can be made. This shall include data generated as a result of monitoring 
and measurement and from other relevant sources. The analysis of data shall 
provide information relating to ... b) conformity to product requirements, c) 
characteristics and trend of processes and products, including opportunities for 
preventive action... (ISO/TS 16949, 2009:33).’ Overall the recommendation is that 
‘the organization shall continually improve the effectiveness of the quality 
management system through the use of the quality policy, quality objectives, audit 
results, analysis of data, corrective and preventive actions and management 
reviews (ISO/TS 16949, 2009:33).’lt can be said that this survey is confirming the 
requirements for and from the automotive sector outlined in ISO/TS 16949 (2009). 
The author would like to close this thesis with: It is all there and is waiting to be 
adapted. For each company the priorities will be different and this survey might 
give a help to get a starting point and priorities.
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7 Reflective Diaries
The reflection will look at three basic questions: What are the aims and objectives 
of the DBA? What did I learn? And what were the difficulties to overcome? The 
aims and objectives are best outlined by the Student Handbook (2005, pp. 15-16); 
“the DBA is primarily designed to enable a significant contribution to the 
enhancement of professional practice in the business area through the application 
and development of theoretical framework”. In addition the requirements to be 
award a DBA are looking for: “i) the creation and interpretation of new knowledge, 
through original research or other advanced scholarship, of a quality to satisfy peer 
review, extend the forefront of the discipline, and merit publication; ii) a systematic 
acquisition and understanding of a substantial body of knowledge which is at the 
forefront of an academic discipline or area of professional practice; iii) the general 
ability to conceptualize, design and implement a project for the generation of new 
knowledge, applications or understanding at the forefront of the discipline, and to 
adjust the project design in the light of unforeseen problems; iv) a detailed 
understanding of applicable techniques for research and advanced academic 
enquiry.” Throughout the next reflection part about what I did learn, I will come 
back to these requirements to show how they were achieved. The first, taught, 
phase of the DBA started with an overview about approaches and the theoretical 
underpinning research. This was followed by the quantitative seminar. A very 
useful point in this seminar was the reinforcement of the knowledge of statistic and 
the overview about how to establish, use and analyze a questionnaire. This was 
the bases for this thesis, i.e. this was the bases to conceptualize, design and 
implements the project/ field work for this thesis. The knowledge gained from the 
qualitative seminar is not the main part for this thesis, but I found that case studies 
and semi structured interviews would be useful for the work place and for the 
research. This method enables the researcher to tackle an issue, which (s)he has 
not much information from literature. Or it helps to get a first overview to be used in 
the more particle day-to-day problem solving manner. The critical evaluation 
seminar has reinforced to look critically at the information provided and it has
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shown that if the research is missing to convince, that it has been done 
scientifically and neutrally, the result is taken aside and will not be used for further 
researches or articles. The critical evaluation skill has been not only the base for 
selecting the articles to be used in the literature review, it also took over in one or 
the other private and work related situation, in which I have started to question the 
presented facts to enable me to come up with a better judgment. The exchange 
with students was a pleasure and it help to test the learnt subjects as well as the 
co-operation has reduced the time consuming search for a starting point. In 
general the taught part gave the base for research and the route from start to the 
end.
The research part started with choosing the right theme. First I did want to 
investigate how the interaction is working between the GA headquarter to the 
satellite departments, but actually the situation was that there could be lots of 
problems identified or hidden, which would have given me a risk of job and a risk to 
not being able to finalize the thesis. I changed to the subject "Effectiveness of 
outsourcing of Engineering Service: Survey inside the Ford of Europe Interior 
Department", because this was more interesting on the second look, more useful to 
know and was not risking my job. The base theme effectiveness within a 
department was kept as well. In a seminar the requirements for the proposal were 
outlined and the background was given to let me decide, what will be the 
manageable and useful size of the project. The right mix is important. The thesis 
should not to be ambitious, because then it cannot be finished, and it should be 
adding to the body of knowledge on the other hand, which I am sure this thesis in 
outlining. After the research question is in place the supervisor took over to guide 
me through the next steps. Whenever I was able to finalise a piece of work, he 
confirmed or reject with advice. His fresh eye reviews by email and personal visit 
has given me the foundation for starting, continuing and finalizing the report. In the 
third assignment, it was the first time to be able work on the literature require for 
the thesis. It helped me to learn how to find the information. Compared to what I 
have found during the later literature review, I must say that first set of information
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was the most difficult to get. After finding the first “guru” of the field of interest, the 
literature review got much easier. With the skills learnt during the critical evaluation 
seminar the quotes for story line and the method to be used come out from the 
literature review. The decision about the methodology came automatically out of 
the theory and the findings from the literature resulting in an online questionnaire. 
The first field work target was to get out a pilot questionnaire as soon as possible. 
The biggest difficulty during the field work was to find another way after getting no 
allowance to research inside Ford. Since the verbal agreement of Ford interior 
managers to support the research, the members of the department have changed 
and now the new person in charge did not agree on the research inside Ford. The 
lessons learnt are that any agreement should be in written form, if this will be 
possible. Anyway this left me with an accessible sample of 518 persons not 
working directly with Ford and allowed to participate in the survey. The field work 
required me to have a long breath to wait for answers. After several weeks of 
chasing answers from the sample and after six reminders, the low response rate 
was rather frustrating. The frustration stays even if it was documented by some 
other authors that response rates get lower and lower. The focus was to get 
usable results out of the survey data, knowing that it might be necessary to add 
more evidence, e.g. by comparing the results to the literature and by finding mini 
cases which confirm the results, while also outlining the problem. To be able to 
judge that enough data out of the insufficient replies are available, the full thesis 
got drafted. While sitting in front of the material I tried to order and sort the data in 
my head. This was rather difficult and I came back to Thurber’s (1983:100) advice: 
Don’t get it right, get it written. With this advice you have a basic story line from the 
start to the end. Some areas are drifting away from the directly line, which can be 
adjusted after the first draft has been completed. This was a manageable task 
compared to doing this just all in the head as part time activities in parallel to a 
demanding job and a theoretical private life. Such a draft enables the tutor and the 
author also to improve readability, re-organise and filter, add material to close 
gaps, add new ideas and improvement. The draft is corrected and formatted 
chapter by chapter. The loops could continue, but at a certain point I had to resist
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doing another loop. In general I can say that the DBA has giving me what it has 
promised. The learnt can be also used at work, private and in the community, e.g. 
by presenting the knowledge about response rates I stop the regional power 
station to misinterpret a survey in their favour. It is a good feeling to stand up with 
the knowledge and give a respected judgement of the situation.
Aside the difficulties arriving from the research I had to cope with the work load. In 
four years and while having difficulties the doubts had to be pushed aside by belief 
in research and in approach area. The motivation arrives from the slicing of the 
task into small bit and pieces. Time management is difficult, but while growing with 
the task, the time is used much more effective at the end of the four years. 
Nowadays I do much more in the same time. Planning with flexibility was my way 
to deal only with the important thinks. I used business trips to push the thesis 
forward. A realistic target is vital to stay balanced. For me the family and work 
came first to have a free mind and because these are the most important things in 
life. In the very last period work and family were willing to step back a little bit, while 
the list of tasks to be done directly after the DBA was growing. Even if the time for 
a DBA is limited going though a loop with peer students or the tutor have helped 
me to redirect the research, while I believe this was also the quicker way than 
trying to get it done perfectly on my own. Reading the thesis three times before 
submitting does not prevent from having spelling and grammar issues. Taking a 
good time to read it again or let it be done by another person, e.g. a student, might 
be the solution for this. The viva was the last step to take. From the advices of the 
tutor and the literature I read the thesis again to get it with all details back into my 
mind. The thesis was annotated and an overview on how to find the details with 
back up material was prepared. The preparation exercise was a good reflection 
point in why the thesis was done as it was done and what will/ could be done with it 
after it is finished. In summary all the outlined (Student handbook, 2005, pp. 15-16), 
learnt skills and abilities will enrich my future professional, community and private 
life.
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Appendix A - Example for CAD hourly rate
For this example the payment of a Full service supplier CAD worker is compared to 
the payment of Ford. The key account manager of Grupo Antolin has been telling 
the author on the 28.7.2008 that to get the Full service supplier development 
contract Grupo Antolin has reduced the development cost by offering the cost of 
half a CAD engineer, while agreeing that always a full CAD person is available 
(Rutter, 2008). That means that Ford pays 4 hours per 48.5 Euro for 8 hours real 
CAD work a day. This is an hourly rate of 24.25 Euro per hour. Cross checking if 
this will cover the cost of Grupo Antolin, the researcher has been asking the CAD 
engineer Sainath Dongare. He is in Germany for a period of half a year and he is 
employed at Grupo Antolin Pune in India. He has a yearly salary of 4930 Euro per 
year, which is less than 3 Euros per hour. He gets 35 Euros a day for expenses. 
The accommodation is costing 570 Euro a month and the flights did cost 800 Euro. 
This gives an hourly rate of less than 13 Euro, which gives a cost advantage for 
Grupo Antolin of 11.25 Euro per hour (Dongare, 2008).
Appendix B -  Long term requirements to measure effectiveness
In the below chapter the requirements to measure effectiveness are listed which 
are for the long-term measurement. These are not needed for the survey, but might 
be interesting for the countermeasure of the thesis findings: Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:81) is quoting that ...'at the level of the individual measure, this 
"performance measurement system" can be analyzed by asking questions such as: 
What performance measures are used? What are they used for? How much do 
they cost? What benefit do they provide? These requirements are for the long term 
systems implemented in a company or department. This is not the target of this 
research. The question: What performance measures are used, is also a question 
which can be used at the cross sectional measurement for this survey. The next 
table shows the long-term requirements, which are not applicable to this thesis.
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Table B.1: The long term requirements for performance measurement
Description Author Short or 
Long term
A performance measure should have a Title; 
Purpose; Relates to; Target; Formula; Frequency 
of measurement; Frequency of review; Who 
measures?; Source of data; Who owns the 
measure?; What do they do?; Who acts on the 
data?; What do they do?; Notes and comments.
Neely, Richards et al. 
(1997:1151)
Long
Does the measure match organization culture? Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:100) 
and Neely, Richards et al. 
(1997:1148)
Long
Does it reinforce the firm's strategy? Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:101) Long
Consistence with existing, recognition and 
reward structure.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86), 
Neely and Al Najjar (2006:110)
Long
Focus on satisfaction. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86) 
and Pun and Chin (2005:159)
Long
Focus on what the competition is doing. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:107) Long
The purpose of performance measurement 
criteria must be clear.
Spitzer (2007:182) Long
There should be measures for performance 
evaluation. The values should be best 
automatically collected (Built in approach).
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:97), 
Neely, Richards et al.
(1997:1137) and Globerson 
(1985:644)
Long
The performance measure must be under 
control, i.e. it should be not possible to change it 
in the middle of the process and it needs to be 
checked if there are no faults inside the 
measures during this measure.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:97) 
and Crandon and Merchant 
(2006:17)
Long
The performance measure should be agreed 
with people.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:97) Long
Any conflict while setting up the measures 
should be avoided, because to reduce the 
resistance to measure and to get unbiased 
results.
Crandon and Merchant 
(2006:17), Bourne, Mills et al. 
(2000:762) and Spitzer (2007:46)
Long
’Performance measures should reflect the 
"business process" - i.e. both the supplier and 
customer should be involved in the definition of 
the measure.'
Globerson (1985:640) Long
The measures should be integrated vertically 
and horizontally.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:100) Long
The performance measures should be derived 
from strategy/ objectives.
Kaplan and Norton (1993:134) 
and Globerson (1985:640)
Long
The performance measures should provide 
timely and accurate feedback.
Globerson (1985:643) Long
The performance measures should be based on 
quantities that can be influenced, or controlled, 
by the user alone or in co-operation with others.
Globerson (1985:640) Long
The performance measures should be part of a 
closed management loop.
Kaplan and Norton (1993:147) 
and Globerson (1985:645)
Long
Performance measures should be result 
orientated.
Goold and Quinn (1990:50) Long
Source: Present study
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Appendix C -  Tables of available measures of performance; for 
the survey and in general
Through out the literature a high number of measures are available. Below is the 
extract of the found measures. The first table shows the applicable performance 
measurements and the second the non applicable ones.
Table C.1: Applicable effectiveness measurements
Description Author Example why applicable
Is the target clearly defined to the service 
company?
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:66)
The target is the base to 
define whether it was 
reached or not.
Does the service company have the right 
level of outsourcing experience?
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:66) 
and Yang and Taylor 
(1999:115)
Is the outsourcing 
company able to do what 
they have said they will be 
able to do?
Wasti and Liker (1997) request to check 
the in-house technical capabilities, 
supplier personal resources, 
competitiveness of supplier design and 
supplier performance history.
Wasti and Liker 
(1997:344)
Is the outsourcing 
company able to do what 
they have said they will be 
able to do?
Spitzer (2007) requires that both 
companies should have transition 
management skills
Spitzer (2007:116) This tries to search the 
fruitable relationships.
For all phases of outsourcing initiatives the 
resources should be allocated.
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:66)
Is there a gap of resource 
resulting in inefficiency?
Crises skills are needed during the 
outsourcing contract.
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:66) 
and Yang and Taylor 
(1999:115)
In cases of problems, is 
the inefficiency reduced by 
crises management’s 
skills.
The effect to the level of innovation must 
be measured to be able to judge, if the 
performance goes better or worse.
Storey and Kelley 
(2001:74),
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310), Spitzer 
(2007:227) and 
Bonner, Ruekert et al. 
(2002:244)
New innovation implies 
better outcome and 
performance. Innovation is 
the measure.
Which influence has outsourcing for the 
material quality?
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:82) and Elmuti 
and Kathawala 
(2000:121)
For instance does the 
supplier change the 
material ingredients 
without the knowledge of 
the company?
Which influence has outsourcing for the 
output quality?
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83)
For instance the final 
assembly of parts must be 
checked. Does the part 
outside supplier have the 
same performance? It is 
checked if the outsourcer 
is better or worse.
317
Integrative skills are required while 
outsourcing to re-arrange the way of 
working, to integrate around the activities 
and to apply quality control.
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:68)
This asks about how Ford 
and the supplier are 
interacting to solve 
problems. Bad behavior 
could result in bad 
efficiency.
The timing measure could look after the 
relative delivery lead time.
Chow and Van Der 
Stede (2006:3), 
Choudhury and 
Sabherwal 
(2003:305), Bititci 
(1994:20), Neely, 
Gregory et al. 
(1995:83) and 
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
For instance it is 
applicable to see if Ford 
CAD persons are using 
more or less time than the 
supplier CAD person.
The customer and supplier relation should 
be measured to check the match between 
partner.
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse (2003:68) 
and Nielsen 
(2007:338)
The requirement is to 
secure that through the 
interacting no efficiency is 
lost.
The customer and supplier relation should 
be measured to check Supplier 
dependence on customer.
Wasti and Liker 
(1997:344)
N/A
Improved Cost savings. Storey and Kelley 
(2001:84) and 
Kakabadse and 
Kakabadse 
(2000:110)
The reduced cost would 
indicate a more efficient 
way of doing it, i.e. 
outsourcing.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Humanity.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83);
It is to control that the 
saving is not going too far.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Perceived quality.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83)
Does the new seat from a 
supplier x get more 
attraction from the final 
customer.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Serviceability.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83)
Serviceability is designed 
into the car and it needs to 
be secured that the 
supplier takes care about 
the requirement.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Technical durability.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83)
Technical durability is 
designed into the car. And 
it needs to be secured that 
the supplier takes care 
about the requirement.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Reliability.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:83), Pun and 
Chin (2005:159)
Reliability is designed into 
the car. And it needs to be 
secured that the supplier 
takes care about the 
requirement.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Client satisfaction.
Metri (2007:62), 
Storey and Kelley 
(2001:84), and Elmuti 
and Kathawala 
(2000:121)
Does the new seat form a 
supplier x get more 
attraction from the final 
customer.
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While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Scope and management of quality 
data and information.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Ford is using Quality data 
base e.g. TGW. Does the 
supplier use these 
sources?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Competitive comparison and 
benchmark.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does the outsourcer still 
look at the market or does 
he fully rely on the 
supplier?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Quality goals and plans.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the target for 
the quality?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Human resource management.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
It's to control that the 
saving is not going too far.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Employment involvement.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
It's to control that the 
saving is not going too far.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Quality education and training.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86) and Ford 
sustainability report 
(2007:24)
For instants Ford has a 
supplier assessment and 
training program, which 
the supplier has to do to 
stay in the list of Ford 
suppliers.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Employee well being and morale.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86),
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
It's to control that the 
saving is not going too far.
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Continuous improvement of 
process.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the target for 
the level of improvement?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Quality assessment.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the target for 
the quality assessment?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Supplier quality results.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
supplier quality results?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Commitment to customer.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
commitment to the 
customer?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Customer satisfaction result.
Neely, Gregory et al. 
(1995:86), Bourne, 
Mills et al. (2000:764) 
and Storey and Kelley 
(2001:75), Tsang, 
Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100) and Chow 
and Van Der Stede 
(2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
customer satisfaction 
results?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Role of supplier in design 
improvement.
Wasti and Liker 
(1997:344)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Role of supplier in design 
improvement?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Reduction of product defects.
Tsang, Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100) and Chow 
and Van Der Stede 
(2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Reduction of product 
defects?
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While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Reduction of customer complaints.
Tsang, Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Reduction of customer 
complaints?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of New technological expertise.
Tsang, Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
New technological 
expertise?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Product development.
Tsang, Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Product development?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Manufacturing processes.
Tsang, Nguyen et al. 
(2004:100)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Manufacturing processes?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of New product introductions.
Chow and Van Der 
Stede (2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
New product 
introductions?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of New product design efficiency.
Chow and Van Der 
Stede (2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
New product design 
efficiency?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Time to respond to customer 
problems.
Chow and Van Der 
Stede (2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Time to respond to 
customer problems?
While outsourcing, is there a change in the 
level of Product flexibility.
Chow and Van Der 
Stede (2006:3)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Product flexibility?
How is the supplier influence on design? Wasti and Liker 
(1997:344)
Does a company give 
away core competences?
While outsourcing, does the customer give 
away control the over the specification?
Wasti and Liker 
(1997:344)
Does a company give 
away core competences?
Is the communication starting early 
enough after establishing the contract and 
is the communication continued frequently 
during the outsourcing period?
Wasti and Liker 
(1997:345)
The requirement to want 
to secure that through the 
interacting no efficiency is 
lost
Innovation measures: Number of new 
products introduced
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the Number of 
new products introduced?
Customer satisfaction measures: 
Satisfaction -  style appearance
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
style appearance?
Timing Measures: Cycle time, by phase Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the Cycle 
time, by phase?
Timing Measures: Time to revision Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the Time to 
revision?
Design effectiveness measures: Percent 
first design meet needs
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Percent first design meet 
needs?
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Design effectiveness measures: Percent 
projects that reach production
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the level of 
Percent projects that 
reach production?
Design effectiveness measures: 
Assessment of CAD use
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the 
Assessment of CAD use?
Design efficiency measures: Number of 
design modifications
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the Number of 
design modifications?
Design efficiency measures: Frequency of 
specification changes
Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the 
Frequency of specification 
changes?
Financial measures: Product cost Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310)
Does a company increase 
or decrease the Product 
cost?
Source: Present study
Table C.2: Not applicable effectiveness measurements
Description Author
The outsourcing company should have the risk 
management capability.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:66)
Outsourcing should be integrated with organization 
strategy.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:66)
Which influence has outsourcing for the number of new 
product?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:90) and 
Storey and Kelley (2001:74)
Which influence has outsourcing for the resource mix? Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:90)
Which influence has outsourcing for the kill of project? Storey and Kelley (2001:74)
Which influence has outsourcing for the Number of 
awards?
Storey and Kelley (2001 ;74)
The timing measure could look after the relative Cycle 
time.
Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:121)
The timing measure could look after the relative 
Manufacturing lead time.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
The timing measure could look after the relative rate of 
production introduction.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
The timing measure could look after the relative 
Frequency of delivery.
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check the understanding between partners.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:68)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check the relationship skills.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:68)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check how they manage the contractual contingencies
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:68) and Choudhury and 
Sabherwal (2003:305)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check the consortium management skills.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:68) and Yang and Taylor 
(1999:115)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check Competition in supplier market.
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
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The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check Performance monitoring.
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
The customer and supplier relation should be measured 
to check Length of relationship.
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
Improved Manufacturing cost. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
Improved Value added. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
Improved Selling price. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
Improved Running cost. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
Improved Service cost. Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
How do companies Motivate their staff? Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:69)
How do companies motivate the management? Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:69)
How do companies improve employee performance 
level?
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2003:69)
Is there a change in values while outsourcing? Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Aesthetics?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Conformance?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Features?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:83)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Safety?
Pun and Chin (2005:159)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of Lost 
orders?
Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:121)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Process control?
Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:243)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Output reward?
Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:243)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of Team 
reward?
Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:243)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of Team 
strategic control influence?
Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:243)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Management intervention?
Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:244)
Product program integration. Bonner, Ruekert et al. (2002:244)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Employee recognition and performance measure?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Product and service quality results?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Determining customer requirement and expectations?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86) and 
Choudhury and Sabherwal 
(2003:305)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Customer relationship management?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Customer service standard?
Neely, Gregory et al. (1995:86)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Development of customer service?
Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Reduction of operational cost?
Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Increase of operational efficiency and increase of 
employee productivity?
Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100)
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While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of New 
marketing expertise?
Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Business operational experience?
Tsang, Nguyen et al. (2004:100)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Product defects?
Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of Time 
to respond to customer problems?
Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Customer acquisition?
Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3)
While outsourcing, is there a change in the level of 
Customer retention?
Chow and Van Der Stede (2006:3)
Does outsourcing enhance the business capabilities 
profile and improve the positioning for longer term 
profitability?
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2000:100) and Bourne, Mills et al. 
(2000:764)
In the area of product characteristics the question is what 
does outsourcing do for the customization of component?
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
In the area of product characteristics the question is what 
does outsourcing do for the components with uncertain 
technology?
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
In the area of product characteristics the question is what 
does outsourcing do and to the strategic important 
components?
Wasti and Liker (1997:344)
Improve forecast. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Order quality. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Size of supplier base. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Warranty return. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Appraisal on time. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Employment communication survey. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
R&D project survey. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
R&D project slippage. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
Time spent on research. Bourne, Mills et al. (2000:764)
The following points are covering the financial measures, 
while outsourcing: Profitable growth and brand 
development.
Kakabadse and Kakabadse 
(2000:133), Hertenstein and Platt 
(2000:310), Bourne, Mills et al. 
(2000:764), Bititci (1994:16) and 
Elmuti and Kathawala (2000:119)
Innovation measures: Number of patents. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Innovation measures: Number of new products 
developed.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Innovation measures: Number of design awards. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Innovation measures: Peer evaluation of design work. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Innovation measures: Percent new features. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Volume Measures: Number of products in pipeline. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Volume Measures: Number of products started. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Volume Measures: Number of products completed. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Customer satisfaction measures: Satisfaction -  ease of 
use.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Employee-rated measures: Team assessment of 
individual contribution.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Employee-rated measures: Ratio # designers/ # 
employees.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Strategic measures: Alignment: design with company 
strategy.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
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Strategic measures: Achievement of specific strategic 
goals.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Timing Measures: Time to market. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Timing Measures: Time to break even. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Design effectiveness measures: Team assessment of 
design effectiveness.
Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Revenue/ Sales. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Development process cost -  total. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Development process cost -  phase. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Gross profit -  total. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Gross profit -  new products. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Cash flow. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Net income/ profit. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Economic value added (EVA). Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Stock price. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Market share -  product. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Percent sales -  new products. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Percentage sales new customers. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Percentage repeated customers. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: proprietary products. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Financial measures: Sales to break even. Hertenstein and Platt (2000:310)
Source: Present study
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Appendix D -  Pilot questionnaire and reflections
Figure D.1: Pilot questionnaire
Pilot Questionnaire
Outsoucing Effectiveness of Engineering Service:
Survey inside the Ford of EU Interior Department
This Research is part of the Doctoral program (DBA) of the University of Surrey Business School 
conducted by Dipl. Ing. (FH) Thomas Verneville, M.Sc., MBA. This research is going to find out 
how is the Effectiveness of outsourcing of Engineering Service inside the Ford of Europe Interior 
Department.
You answ ers will be confidentially treated. You w ill stay anonym ous for the readers of 
the research outcom e and fo r the researcher as well, because the online survey service  
"surveym onkey" will ju s t show  the overall data. Y our an sw er cannot be refered to yo u r  
person.
Please answer the questions to your understanding.
1.0 The first 2 questions are asking you to see to which category of person your are belonging. 
Please tick one box only.
1.1 To which category do you belong:
□  Ford employee
I I Engineering service company employee
I I Production supplier employee
1.2 To which category do you belong:
I I Work directly for Ford
I I Full service supplier
CH Development service: Full development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA)
1.3 To which category do you belong: I work inisde the Ford world:
□  less than 3 years
I I between 3 and 5 years
I I between 5 and 8 years
I I more than 8 years
U m S
University of Surrey
Ci nki’f'T}
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2. How much do you earn? Please base your answer using the yearly salary or the hourly rate.
2.1 The first question is interested how much money do you get from your company.
Hourly rate Yearly salary
0-15,00 Euro □ 0 - 25400 Euro
15,01 -20,00 Euro □ 25401 -34200 Euro
20,01 -25,00 Euro □ 34201 -43000 Euro
25,01 - 30,00 Euro □ 43001 -51800 Euro
30,01 -35,00 Euro □ 51801 -60600 Euro
35,01 -40,00 Euro □ 60601 - 69400 Euro
40,01 -45,00 Euro □ 69401 -78200 Euro
45,01 - 50,00 Euro □ 78201 - 87000 Euro
50,01 -55,00 Euro □ 87001 - 95800 Euro
55,01 Euro or over □ 95801 Euro or over
No answer □ No answer
2.2 The next question is interested in how much money your company gets for its service (if 
applicable).
Hourly rate Yearly salary
Not applicable □ Not applicable
0-15,00 Euro □ 0 - 25400 Euro
15,01 -20,00 Euro □ 25401 -34200 Euro
20,01 - 25,00 Euro □ 34201 -43000 Euro
25,01 -30,00 Euro □ 43001 -51800 Euro
30,01 -35,00 Euro □ 51801 -60600 Euro
35,01 -40,00 Euro □ 60601 -69400 Euro
40,01 -45,00 Euro □ 69401 -78200 Euro
45,01 -50,00 Euro □ 78201 -87000 Euro
50,01 - 55,00 Euro □ 87001 -95800 Euro
55,01 Euro or over □ 95801 Euro or over
No answer □ No answer
3. Does the actual level of experience matching with the requirements of your company. Is the 
actual experience matching the level of expected / required experience
Is much 
lower Is lower agree Is higher
Is much 
higher
My level of experience is matching exactly 
with the required level.
The level of experience required to work 
for Ford is exactly reached by the Ford 
employees.
The level of experience required to work 
for an engineering agency is exactly 
reached by the employees of the 
agencies.
The level of experience required to work 
for a Full service supplier is exactly 
reached.
The level of experience required to work 
for Development service is exactly 
reached. A development service is 
defined as Full development project of a 
niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for 
the CD340 MCA).
3.1. These set of questions are focusing on the use of Ford systems, e.g. CAD, Wers, FDVS, 
etc.
Is much 
lower Is lower agree Is higher
Is much 
higher N/A
My level of experience using the CAD, 
WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems is 
matching exactly with the required level.
The level of experience using the CAD, 
WERS, FDVS, etc Ford systems required 
to work for Ford is exactly reached by the 
Ford employees.
The level of experience the CAD, WERS, 
FDVS, etc Ford systems required to 
work for an engineering agency is exactly 
reached by the employees of the 
agencies.
The level of experience the CAD, WERS, 
FDVS, etc Ford systems required to 
work for a Full service supplier is exactly 
reached.
The level of experience the CAD, WERS, 
FDVS, etc Ford systems required to work 
for Development service is exactly 
reached. A development service is 
defined as Full development project of a 
niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for 
the CD340 MCA).
327
4. These set of questions are focusing to compare the time needed for a task in comparsion to 
the different roles and persons.
totally
agree agree neutral disagree
totally
disagree
For the same task Ford is needing less 
time than a person from an agencies.
For the same task Ford is needing less 
time than a person from a Full service 
supplier.
For the same task Ford is needing less 
time than a person from a development 
service. A development service is defined 
as Full development project of a niche car 
developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the 
CD340 MCA).
For the same task agencies are needing 
less time than a person from a full service 
supplier.
For the same task agencies are needing 
less time than a person from a 
development service. A development 
service is defined as Full development 
project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
For the same task a full service supplier is 
needing less time than a person from a 
development service. A development 
service is defined as Full development 
project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
5. Is the target clearly defined and met?
totally
agree agree neutral disagree
totally
disagree
The Target of my company is clearly 
defined to me.
The Target of my customer is clearly 
defined to me.
The Target of my company is clearly 
defined to other members of my 
organisation.
The Target of my customer is clearly 
defined to other members of my 
organisation.
The result 
is more 
than 
behind
The result 
is behind agree
The result 
is above
The result 
is more 
than 
above.
The Target of my company is clearly met 
by me.
The Target of my customer is clearly met 
by me.
The Target of my company is clearly met 
by other members of my organisation.
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6. Timely delivery
delivered 
much to 
late
delivered 
to late agreed
earlier
delivered
much
earlier
delivered
The task are delivered on time by myself.
The task are delivered on time by Ford.
The task are delivered on time by agencies.
The task are delivered on time by full service supplier.
The task are delivered on time by the development service. 
A development service is defined as Full development 
project of a niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the 
CD340 MCA).
delivered 
much to 
late
delivered 
to late agreed
earlier
delivered
much
earlier
delivered
Customer complains are handled on time by myself.
Customer complains are handled on time by Ford.
Customer complains are handled on time by agencies.
Customer complains are handled on time by full service 
supplier.
Customer complains are handled on time by the 
development service. A  development service is defined as 
Full development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
7. Relationship and trust
totally
agree agree neutral disagree
totally
disagree
The working relationship between Ford and the agencies is 
excellent.
The working relationship between Ford and the full service 
supplier is excellent.
The working relationship between Ford and the design 
service is excellent. A  development service is defined as 
Full development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
The working relationship between Full service supplier and 
the agencies is excellent.
The working relationship between design service and the 
agencies is excellent. A  development service is defined as 
Full development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
The working relationship between Full service supplier and 
design service is excellent. A development service is 
defined as Full development project of a niche car 
developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
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totally
agree agree neutral disagree
totally
disagree
Ford is trusting agencies in the way that they give away the 
responsibility for design and / or specifications.
Ford is trusting Full service supplier in the way that they give 
awavthe responsibility for design and / or specifications.
Ford is trusting the design service in the way that they give 
away the responsibility for design and/or specifications. A 
development service is defined as Full development project 
of a niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
Full service supplier is trusting agencies in the way that they 
give away the responsibility for design and / or 
specifications.
The design service is trusting agencies in the way that they 
give away the responsibility for design and / or 
specifications. A development service is defined as Full 
development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
8. Start of project or working relationship
much
lower
than
expected
lower
than
expected agree
higher
than
expected
much
higher
than
expected N/A
From my perspective my the effciency at the start of a 
project or working relationship is the same as at the end.
From Ford perspective the effciency at the start of a project 
or working relationship is the same as at the end.
From Agencies perspective the effciency at the start of a 
project or working relationship is the same as at the end.
From Full service supplier perspective the effciency at the 
start of a project or working relationship is the same as at 
the end.
From development service the effciency at the start of a 
project or working relationship is the same as at the end. A 
development service is defined as Full development project 
of a niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
9. Design efficiencies
much
lower
than
expected
lower
than
expected agree
higher
than
expected
much
higher
than
expected N/A
The design done by myself is directly meeting the 
requirements.
The design done by Ford is directly meeting the 
requirements.
The design done by agencies is directly meeting the 
requirements.
The design done by Full service supplier is directly meeting 
the requirements.
The design done by design service is directly meeting the 
requirements. A development service is defined as Full 
development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
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much
lower
than
expected
lower
than
expected agree
higher
than
expected
much
higher
than
expected N/A
My number of design modifications and the frequency of 
specification chanqes is according to the target.
Ford's number of design modifications and the frequency of 
specification changes is accordinq to the target.
The number of design modifications and the frequency of 
specification changes cause by agencies is according to 
the tarqet.
Full service supplier number of design modifications and 
the frequency of specification changes is according to the 
target.
Design service's number of design modifications and the 
frequency of specification changes is according to the 
target. A development service is defined as Full 
development project of a niche car developer (e.g. like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 MCA).
much
lower
than
expected
lower
than
expected agree
higher
than
expected
much
higher
than
expected N/A
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems 
are filled first time right all the time by myself.
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems 
are filled first time riqht all the time by Ford.
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems 
are filled first time right all the time by agencies.
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems 
are filled first time right all the time bv Full service supplier.
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems 
are filled first time right all the time by the design service. A 
development service is defined as Full development project 
of a niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
much
lower
than
expected
lower
than
expected agree
higher
than
expected
much
higher
than
expected
The reguired level of innovation is met by myself.
The reguired level of innovation is met by Ford.
The reguired level of innovation is met by agencies.
The required level of innovation is met by Full service 
supplier.
The required level of innovation is met by Design service. A 
development service is defined as Full development project 
of a niche car developer (e.g. like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
Source: Field study
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Comments from the participants of the pilot survey
Comments: With the below original text the link has been send out to the following 
list: Ana Palma, Rafael Brotons, Miquel Salvador, Jordi Cebolla, John Hogarth, Atul 
Walvekar, Manfred Schmalz, Klaus Uwe Petersen, Marko Rodriguez, Rene Huth, 
Lloyd Presland, Leonel dos Lopes, Reiner Bederke, Dr. Andy Adcorft, Bernd 
Cordes, Andreas Bock, Wilfried Gox and Thomas Verneville. 15 Persons have 
started the questionnaire and 10 persons have finished it.
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,
This is a pilot questionnaire to test the set up of the below described survey. As it is 
in an early state, please keep it confidential. Many thanks.
This Research is part of the Doctoral program (DBA) of the University of Surrey 
Business School conducted by Dipl. Ing. (FH) Thomas Verneville, M.Sc., MBA.
This research is going to find out how is the Effectiveness of outsourcing of 
Engineering Service inside the Ford of Europe Interior Department. You answers 
will be confidentially treated. You will stay anonymous for the readers of the 
research outcome and for the researcher as well, because the online survey 
service "surveymonkey" will just show the overall data. Your answer cannot be 
referred to your person.
Please find below the link to questionnaire and please answer the questions to 
your understanding:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2Rcus4QkDmS3ZzHDLL0UTA_3d_3d
The purpose of this research is to check the status of outsourcing inside Ford to 
find fields of improvements for Ford, the agencies, the full service supplier and the 
design services.
332
Background:
Ford of Europe has its development center in Cologne Merkenich. There, the 
development of all car lines is done from small cars like Fiesta to large and luxury 
car like Galaxy and Mondeo. The divisions are divided in power train, body, 
electrical, styling and vehicle testing. The focus for this research will be on the 
interior development department, which is part of body engineering, interacting with 
the other departments. For the entire different car lines the development of seats, 
doors, overhead system, instrumental panels and soft & hard trim systems is done 
there. Ford is using different strategies for the development. One method is to have 
leading supervisors and a view engineers employed by Ford and outsource most of 
the engineering to RLE and Bertrand. RLE and Bertrandt are the only two 
engineering service companies allowed for being directly integrated. These 
outsourced persons are acting, as they were Ford employees. They are seated in 
Ford, acting as Ford with the direction of supervisors, but get less paid by the 
engineering company. It is common practice that freelancer who are interested to 
work for Ford are employed through RLE or Bertrandt.
The second method is that Ford is outsourcing the design, e.g. for an overhead 
system, to a Full Service Supplier (FSS). These suppliers are building a team 
within the development center and they are responsible for the product design, the 
set up of the production and the delivery within their organization and within the 
needed communication with all other Ford departments.
The third type of outsourcing of engineering service is to give the whole car 
development, mainly niche cars, to one company like Bertrandt, RLE or EDAG. In 
one case Bertrandt is contracted to develop the whole interior for the face-lift of 
Galaxy and S-max. This kind of service will be called development service. They 
are responsible for the whole development of this interior face-lift. With the use of 
the Ford systems and methods, they design the updated interior, interact with 
suppliers and plan the production.
For all 3 cases the development of the products starts with the development of 
master sections. From this, the styling department establishes the first surfaces, 
which are then the basis for working out the product in CAD. With the CAD data
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the tooling is build, with which the first prototypes are built. After this the prototype 
parts are assembled to a car and finally tested. The later development phase 
normally also includes the elimination of smaller issues. After 3 years the car 
development is finished. The cars will be built in a mass production line and their 
normal product life cycle is 6 years. Within this product life cycle, there is a vehicle 
face-lift in the middle of the lifetime, i.e. after 3 years.
The overall question is how effective is the outsourcing of engineering service 
inside the interior department of Ford of Europe.
Thanks for filling the questionnaire,
Thomas Verneville
Figure D.2: Feedback pilot questionnaire
Th e  first  3 q u e s t io n s  are  a sk in g  you  to  w hich ca te go ry  o f person  your are  b e lo n g in g . P le a se  tick on e  box on ly.
1. T o  w h ic h  c a t e g o r y  d o  y o u  b e lo n g :
j  P rod u ct io n  supp lier em ployee
2 .  T o  w h ic h  c a t e g o r y  d o  y o u  b e lo n g :
^ j  W o rk  d ire ctly  for Fo rd  (as Ford employee or as agency member)
Full se rv ic e  supplier
j  D e ve lo pm e nt se rv ice : Full d eve lo p m en t p ro jec t  o f  a n iche  c a r  d eve lo p e r (e .g . like B e rtran d t for the  C D 3 4 0  M C A )
3 .  T o  w h i c h  c a t e g o r y  d o  y o u  b e l o n g :  I  w o r k  i n s id e  t h e  F o r d  w o r ld . . .
j  le s s  th a n  3 y e a r s
b e tw e e n  3 a n d  5 y e a r s  
j  b e tw e e n  5 a n d  8 y e a r s  
j  m o re  t h a n  8 y e a r s
F o rd  em ployee
E n g in e e n n g  se rv ic e  c o m p a n y  em ployee
Modifications:
- Eliminate: ...to see...
- Add comment: (as Ford employee or as agency member)
Next |
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Exit th is  s u r v e y
veness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the Ford o f EU In te r io r  D epartm ent
How much do you and your company earn? Please base your answer using the yearly salary or the hourly rate.
1. T h e  f ir s t  q u e s t i o n  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  h o w  m u c h  m o n e y  d o  y o u  g e t  f r o m  y o u r  c o m p a n y .
j  H ou rly  rate : 0  -  15 ,00  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 0  - 2 5 4 0 0  Eu ro )
Hourly  rate : 15 ,01  - 2 0 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 2 5 4 0 1  - 3 4 2 0 0  Eu ro )
Hourly  rate : 2 0 ,01  -  2 5 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 3 4 2 0 1  - 4 3 0 0 0  Eu ro )
^ J  H ou rly  rate : 2 5 ,0 1  - 3 0 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 4 3 0 0 1  - 5 1 8 0 0  Eu ro )
H ou rly  rate : 3 0 ,0 1  - 3 5 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 5 1 8 0 1  - 6 0 6 0 0  Euro )
^j  H ou rly  rate : 3 5 ,01  - 4 0 ,0 0  Euro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 6 0 6 0 1  - 6 9 4 0 0  Euro )
j  H ou rly  rate : 4 0 ,0 1  - 4 5 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 6 9 4 0 1  - 7 8 2 0 0  Euro )
H ou rly  rate : 4 5 ,0 1  - 5 0 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 7 8 2 0 1  - 8 7 0 0 0  Euro )
H ou rly  rate : 5 0 ,01  - 5 5 ,0 0  E uro  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 8 7 0 0 1  - 9 5 8 0 0  Euro )
H ou rly  rate : 5 5 ,01  E uro  o r o v e r  (Y e a r ly  sa la ry : 9 5 8 0 1  E uro  o r  o ve r)
No answ er
2 .  T h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  h o w  m u c h  m o n e y  y o u r  c o m p a n y  g e t s  f o r  i t s  s e r v i c e  ( i f  a p p l i c a b l e ) .
Not applicable
Hourly rate: 0 - 15,00 Euro (Yearly  sa lary: 0 - 25400 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 15,01 - 20,00 Euro (Y early sa lary: 25401 -  34200 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 20,01 -  25,00 Euro (Y early sa la ry : 34201 - 43000 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 25,01 -  30,00 Euro (Y early sa lary: 43001 -  51800 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 30,01 -  35,00 Euro (Y early sa lary: 51801 - 60600 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 35,01 -  40,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 -  69400 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 40,01 -  45,00 Euro (Yearly sa lary: 69401 - 78200 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 45,01 -  50,00 Euro (Yearly sa lary: 78201 - 87000 Euro)
Hourly rate: 50,01 - 55,00 Euro (Yearly sa lary: 87001 - 95800 Euro)
J Hourly rate: 55,01 Euro or over (Yearly sa lary: 95801 Euro or over)
j  No an sw er
Prev| Next |
Comments: The feedback was that the quesion is clear. Not all o f  the asked person did want 
to give an answer. From 15 persons in the survey 10 gave an answer, 2 indicated no answer 
and 3 skipped the question.
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Outsourcing Effectiveness of Engineering Service: Survey inside the Ford of EU In te rio r Department
of expected / required experience?
■mpmvy. Is the actual experience matching the level
M y  le v e l  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  is
Ford's
Need ing 
Much.
Improvement
Need ing
Improvement
Average
J
G ood V e ryGo^
I le v e l  o f  e x p e n e n c e  ,s First the question is asking for your experience level and then it is asked how you  sec the level 
o f  experience in d ie other areas. In your area please judge  the leve l o f  experience o f  your colleagues.
j  j  j  j
T h e  le v e l o f  e x p e n e n c e  o f  engineering agencies is 
m m  J
Full Service Supplier’s leve l o f  experience is
» J
T h e  le v e l  o f  e x p e n e n c e  Qf  developm ent serv ice(s ) is
Comments: Th e  feedback 
about this area was that too 
much text is repeated in the 
side column fo r  each question 
and that the headings o f  the 
answering column are forcing 
the participants to think 
arround the com er, i.e. they 
are not clear and easy to 
answer.
I f  you use one o f  the Ford systems you are asked fo r  your experience leve l. Then you are asked how you see the level o f  experience in the other areas. In your area 
please judge  the level o f  experience o f  your colleagues using any o f  the Ford systems.
2. These set ol questions are focusing on the use of Ford systems, e.g. CAD, Wers, FDVS, etc. ^
M y  le v e l  o f  e x p e n e n c e  i Need ing Need ing
M uch Improvement
Improvement
Average
J
G ood V e ry
G ood
N ot
Applicable
Ford's
■ le v e l  o f  e x p e n e n c e
Full Service Supplier's leve l o f  experience is
J J
T h e  le v e l  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  th e  o f  d e ve |o p n le n , s e r v iK ( s )  is
Comments: T h e  feedback 
about this area was that too 
much text is repeated in the 
side column for each question 
and that the headings o f  the 
answering column are forcing 
the participants to think 
arround the com er, i.e. they 
are not clear and easy to 
answer.
Prev | Next |
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O utsourc ing  E ffec tiveness o f E ng ineering  S e rv ice : S u rv e y  ins ide th e  Ford o f EU In te r io r  D e p a rtm e n t
1. T h e s e  s e t  o f  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  f o c u s in g  t o  c o m p a r e  t h e  t im e  n e e d e d  f o r  a  t a s k  in  c o m p a r s io n  t o  t h e  d if fe re n t  r o le s  a n d  p e r s o n s
totally agree agree neutral disagree to ta ll^ ^ K g re e
For the same task Ford is 
needing less time than a 
person from an agencies.
For the same task Ford is 
needing less time than a 
person from a Full service 
supplier.
For the same task Ford is 
needing less time than a 
person from a development 
service. A development 
service is defined as Full 
development project of a 
niche car developer (e.g. 
like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
For the same task agencies 
are needing less time than a 
person from a full service 
supplier.
For the same task agencies 
are needing less time than a 
person from a development 
service. A development 
service is defined as Full 
development project o f a 
niche car developer (e.g. 
like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
For the same task a full 
service supplier is needii 
less time than a pers^^Tom  
a development s e o fe . A 
development is
defined as E^Rievelopment 
p ro jec te ^ rn ic h e  car 
d ev g M e r (e.g . like
andt for the CD340
Comments: The question is 
eliminated, because in 
Question 6 the relative 
timing performance is 
questioned.
Prev Next
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O utsourc ing  E ffectiveness o f E ng ineering  S e rv ice : S u rve y  ins ide  th e  Ford o f EU In te r io r  D e p a rtm e n t
1 . I s  t h e  t a r g e t  c le a r iy  d e f in e d ?  This question is asking how the company targets and the custumer targets are defined to you.
totally agree
' J
agree
Unclear
neutral
Unknown Informed
j
disagree
Clear
J
totally disagree
Very Clear
To me the company targets are 
mm ^ J j J J
' T o  me the customer targets are 
r company
is clearly 
members of my 
organisation.
The Target of my customer 
is clearly defined to other 
members of my 
organisation.
Comments: These questions are eliminated, because it is difficult to judge how 
the other persons are seeing the level o f  target definition. The question w ill be 
answered by reflection
2. I s  t h e  t a r g e t  m e t ? This question is asking how the company targets and the custumer targets are met by you.
The result is more than 
behind
The result is behind Agree
o f my company
is clearly r 
members of my 
organisation.
The Target of my customer 
is clearly met by other 
members of my 
organisation.
am far behindJ
am behind have nearly met
J
The result is above
have fully met
J
The result is more than 
above
have exceeded
J
the company targets.
j  j j j
the customer targets.
J j j
Comments: These questions are eliminated, because it is difficult to judge how
answered by reflection
Prev Next
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Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: S urvey inside the  Ford o f EU In te r io r  D epartm en t
I ne tasks are ... First trie qu estion  is ask ing to r  yo u r  a e liv e ry  tu n ing  ana m en it is  a sk in g  yo u  n o w
1. I s  th e  t a s k  d e l iv e re d  o n  t im e ?  yo u  see  the d e liv e r y  t im in g  o f  the o th er areas. In y o u r  area p lease  judge  the d e liv e r y  t im in g  o f  y o u r collegu as .
ilUUMl
tmm  by myself
iM A  by Ford. 
a^ ciMi^ aliuataA
delivered much to late delivered to late
JJ
J
b y  en g in ee r in g  agenci?^.
a by full service supplier.
J
J
on  tim eJ
J
J
J
earlier delivered
j
much earlier delivered
J
J
J
J
Vttd
yBftby the development 
service, i
daMatafiowu
2. A re  t h e  c u s to m e r  c o m p la in s  h a n d le d  o n  t im e ?  C u stom er com p la in s  are hand led  ... F irst the question  is ask ing  fo r  y o u r  cu stom er com pla ins  h an d ling  tim e 
and then it is askim t vou  h o w  ^ ' i n i n l a n t s . h v  the other areas. In J p f g a  n lease iudee Ihe h an H in y  o f . c s l o m r r  rom n lam s  o f  vnn r .
by myself.
psm
m uch to  late 
J
to  late
K V ^b y  en g in e e n n g  agenc ies .
u r ( .u n ip id i i ib  d ie
rwmbyfun
service supplier.
by the 
development service. ^
a in m a  u  u i  U v a W J R
ilWJILL Ul IIIILII1 LBI
on  tim e ear lie r  so lv ed m uch ear lie r  so lv ed
J
i ii.y.ngw 
iui u ii wm
Prev [ Next |
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Outsourcing Effectiveness of Engineering Service: Su rve y  inside the Ford of EU In terio r Departm ent
The working relationship between...(Please judge your relationships and how you see the other relationships).
Good^ % H j£ rk in g  ret aborts h ip  Bad OJC
betw ee^^^^n d th e
agencies is e x c e l l^ to  Ford and the engineering agencies is 
' f t ^ H ^ H o n g  relationsh ip 
b e tw e e ^ ^ M fc ^ ^ th e  full
serv ice s i4} p b e r i ^ ^ ^ M i | f  t .  Ford and the full service supplier is 
w orking relationsh ip 
b e ^ e e n  Ford and the  
d e s ig n ^ r v ic e  is exce llen t.
A deve lopm en t serv ice  is
defined a s ^ d l  deve lopm en t J
p ro je c t o f  a ra^ge car 
develope r (e .g . l ^ a  
B e rtra nd t fo r th e  3 ^ 0
Ford and the development service is
forking relabonship 
b e t w e ^ ^ ^ ^ s e r v ic e
supplier a n d t ^ ^ M n c ie s  is •“*'
exce llen t Full service supplier and the engineering agencies is
% e  w orking relationsh ip 
b ^ ^ £ e n  design se rv ice  and 
the agencies is exce llen t. A 
developm ent serv ice is 
de fined a s ^ id e v e lo p m e n t  
p ro je c t o f  a n ^ e  car 
developer (e .g .
B e rtra nd t fo r th e  CD% 0 
M CA). ^
w orking relationsh ip 
b e t ^ ^ n  Full service 
s u p p li^ w n d  design serv ice 
is e x c e d e ^ ^ A  developm ent 
serv ice is d e w e d  as Full j
developm en t p r a ju t  o f  a 
m che ca r d e v e lo p ^ g i.g .
like B e rtra nd t fo r th e a |L 3 4 0  . .
Full service supplier and the development service is
2. M P  The level o f crust between...(Please judge tm your areas and how you see the other areas).
Good
J
Very Good
J
Excellent
J
Engineering agencies and the development service is
Very Good Excellent
Full service supplier and the development service is
P rw | N nxt|
t e d i s  tru s t in g  agencies m 
t h e ^ ^ ^ h a t  th e y  g ive 
a w a y  t h e ^ ^ a  
design and /  or 
spe c ifica tio ns .
^ ^ s  tru s tin g  Full serv ice
s u p p u ^ ^ ^ h e  w ay  th a t
th e y  g ive  a ^ l n ^ e  j
respons ib ility  fo r por(j ancj ,^c service supplier is
and /  o r  spe c ifica tio ns .
^ g d  is tru s tin g  th e  design 
s e w c e  in  th e  w ay  th a t 
th e y  f ^ e  aw a y the 
r e s p o n flL jity  fo r design 
and /  o r  spe c ifica tio ns . A
d e v e lo p m e n ^ e rv ic e  is __J J
d e fined as F u l ls ^ e lo p m e n t 
p ro je c t o f  a m c h ^ ^ r  
d eve lope r (e .g . W c e ^ ^
B e rtra n d t fo r th e  C D 3 ^ ^  p0Itj  ^  development service is
M CA). >
^ ^ e r v i c e  supplier is 
t r u s t H | | r a n c ie s  in th e  w ay 
th a t t h e y ^ ^ * j r a y  the 
respons ib ility  f o r ^ ^ f l n
and / o r spe c ific  a b o n ? ^  f u"  serv ice supplier and the engineering agencies is 
design se rv ice  is 
t r u W ig  agencies m th e  w ay  
th a t B b y  g ive  aw a y  the 
r e s p o n s M ty  fo r design 
and /  o r  spe c ifica tio ns . A
d e v e lo p m e n t^ rv ic e  is  J
defined as Full O ^ e lo p m e n t 
p ro je c t o f  a r u c h e \a r  
d eve lope r (e .g . W c e ^ k
B e rtra n d t fo r th e  C D 3 4 0 ^  Engineering agencies and the development service is 
M CA). %
Ford and the engineering agencies is
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1. E f f c ie n c y  a t  t h e  s t a r t  v s  t h e  e n d  o f  a  p ro je c t .
my taa
effciency a t the start of a 
project or working 
relationship is
...to the end o f  a project. 
£m Ford perspective the 
r a t the start o f a
project ( 
relationship 
at the end
From Agencies perspective^ 
the effciency a t the start of 
a project or working 
relationship is the same as 
a t the end.
From Full service supplier 
perspective the effciency a t  
the start of a project or 
working relationship is the 
same as a t the end.
From development service 
the effciency a t the start of 
a project or working 
relationship is the same as 
at the end. A development 
service is defined as Full 
development project of a 
niche car developer (e.g. 
like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
Egual
J
higher
J
much higher
J
J
Comments: These questions are 
eliminated. Only the field o f  own 
experience is looked at.
Prev Next
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1. D o e s  t h e  d e s ig n  m e e t in g  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s ?
lacking the basics.
The design done by myself is
esign done by Ford is 
d ire c E ^ ^ ^ in g  the 
requirements.
The design done by 
agencies is directly meeting 
the requirements.
The design done by Full 
service supplier is directly 
meeting the requirements. 
The design done by design 
service is directly meeting 
the requirements. A 
development service is 
defined as Full development 
project of a niche car 
developer (e.g . like 
Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
2. A r e  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  c h a n g e s  a c c o r d in g  t o  t h e  t a r g e t ?
much lower than lower than 
expected expected
My number o f design 
modifications ,s
meeting the requirement
dtttfUiabifatbaB
Excellent
. J
N/A
exceeding requirement
s targeted
higher than much higher than 
expected expected
N/A
«ba
d's number of design 
abons and the 
frequenc^^^pecificabon  
changes is a c ^ ^ jo g  to the 
target.
The number of design 
modificabons and the 
frequency of specificabon 
changes cause by agencies 
frequency of specificabon 
changes cause by agencies 
is according to the target. 
Full service supplier number 
of design modificabons and 
the frequency of 
specificabon changes is 
according to the target. 
Design service's number of 
design modificabons and the 
frequency of specificabon 
changes is according to the 
target. A development 
service is defined as Full 
development project of a 
niche car developer (e.g . 
like Bertrandt for the CD340 
MCA).
J J
*J
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3. Are the system s filled first time right all the time?
S y s t e m s  like C AD , W E R S ,  
F D V S  o r o th e r Fo rd  sy s t e m s  
are  filled first time right all 
the  time b y  m yself.
} like CAD , W E R S ,  
F D V ^ ^ o t h e r  Fo rd  s y s t e m s  
are filled f ! ^ | | m e  right all 
the  time b y  Fo ra  
S y s t e m s  like C AD , W E  
F D V S  o r  o th e r Fo rd  s y s t e m s  "  
a re  filled first time right all 
the  time b y  a gen c ie s .  
S y s t e m s  like C AD , W E R S ,  
F D V S  o r o th e r Fo rd  sy s t e m s  
are  filled first  time right all 
the  time b y  Full se rv ice  
supplier.
S y s t e m s  like C AD , W E R S ,  
F D V S  o r o th e r Fo rd  sy s t e m s  
are  filled first time right all 
the  time b y  the  d es ign  
se rv ice . A  d eve lopm ent 
se rv ic e  is defined  a s  Full 
deve lo p m en t p rojec t o f  a 
n iche  c a r  deve lo p e r (e .g. 
like B e rtran d t for the  C D 3 4 0  
M C A ).
N/A
Agree
J
Tw o modifications
J  J
One modification
J
Three modifications
4 .  I s  t h e  r e q u ir e d  le v e l o f  i n n o v a t io n  m e t ?
m u ch  low er than
T h e  requ ired  leve l o f  
inn ova t io n  is m e t b y  m yself.
quired  leve l o f  
i n n o v a t M ^ m e t b y  Ford.
T h e  requ ired  le ve  
inn ova t io n  is m e t b y  
a gen c ie s .
T h e  requ ired  leve l o f  
inn ova t io n  is m e t b y  Full 
se rv ic e  supplier.
T h e  requ ired  leve l o f  
inn ova t io n  is m et b y  D e s ign  
se rv ice .  A  d eve lop m ent 
se rv ic e  is defined  a s  Full 
d e ve lo p m e n t p ro jec t  o f  a 
n iche  c a r  d eve lo p e r (e .g. 
like B e rtran d t for the  C D 3 4 0  
M C A ).
low er th a n  e xp e cte d agree
J
h igh e r th a n  e xp e cte d  
J
m uch  h ighe r than  
e xp e cte d
j
Source: Field study
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Appendix E - Final questions and answers
Table(s) E.1: Final questions and their results
Outsourcing Effectiveness of Engineering Service: Survey inside the 
Ford of EU Interior Depart.
To which category do you belong:
Response Response
Answer Options Frequency Count
Ford employee 0,0% 0
Agency working for Ford 39,7% 27
Full service supplier 47,1% 32
Agency working for Full service supplier 13,2% 9
answered question 68
skipped question 0
Total
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Ford employee 0,0% 0
Agency working for Ford 100,0% 27
Full service supplier 0,0% 0
Agency working for Full service supplier 0,0% 0
answered question 27
skipped question 0
Agencies working for Ford
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Ford employee 0,0% 0
Agency workinq for Ford 0,0% 0
Full service supplier 0,0% 0
Agency working for Full service supplier 100,0% 9
d/7511 9
skipped question 0
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Ford employee 0,0% 0
Aqency workinq for Ford 0,0% 0
Full service supplier 100,0% 32
Agency working for Full service supplier 0,0% 0
ansiA
!*!S' 32
skipped question 0
Full service suppliers
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To which category do you belong: I  work inside the Ford world...
,  -  - -------------  -  - ........
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
less than 3 years 36,8% 25
between 3 and 5 years 14,7% 10
between 5 and 8 years 20,6% 14
more than 8 years 27,9% 19
answered question 68
skipped question 0
Total
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
less than 3 years 55,6% 15
between 3 and 5 years 11,1% 3
between 5 and 8 years 11,1% 3
more than 8 years 22,2% 6
answered question 27
skipped question 0
Agencies working for Ford
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
less than 3 years 55,6% 5
between 3 and 5 years 11,1% 1
between 5 and 8 years 0,0% 0
more than 8 years 33,3% 3
answered question 9
skipped question 0
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Answer Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
less than 3 years 15,6% 5
between 3 and 5 years 18,8% 6
between 5 and 8 years 34,4% 11
more than 8 years 31,3% 10
answered question 32
skipped question 0
Full service suppliers
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I s  t h e  t a r g e t  c le a r ly  d e f in e d ?
V e r y  u n c le a r
To me the company targets are
To me the customer tar
Agencies working
V e r y  u n c le a r U nc lea r J u s t  k n o w n d e a r V e r y  c le a r
Response
Count
To me the company targets are ... 0 1 1 5 1 8
To me the customer targets are ... 0 1 2 4 1 8
' ;:7.~ ,? V ; m m u x m n answered question 8
skipped question 1
Agencies working for Full service suppliers
V e r y  u n c le a r U nc le a r J u s t  k n o w n C le a r
1 Response 
Count
To me the company targets are ... 3 . 1 7
To me the customer targets are ... - 3 . .  8 . . .  . 4 f  26■nHisrag™— ■ j m IBINiiiiih— i I'llil 'i1 Mi' III answered question 28
skipped question 4
Full service suppliers
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I s  t h e  t a r g e t  m e t?
a m  fa r  b eh in d a m  b eh in d
h a v e  nea rly  
m et
h a v e  fully 
m et
h a v e
e x ce e d e d
Response
Count
I ... the company tarqets. 0 2 21........ -■ 62
I ... the customertaraets^^ ... 0...... ---------- 5 ............ 2 1 32 5 8 . . .
skipped question
Agencies working for Ford
Response
Count
Response
Count
h a v e  n e a rly h a v e
e x ce e d e d
I ... the company targets.
I ... the customer targets.
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
a m  fa r  b eh ind
h a v e  n e a rly  
a m  b e h in d  m et
h a v e  fully 
m et
h a v e
e xce e d e d
Response
Count
I ... the company targets. " ’ . i . 8 19 0 28
I ... the customer targets. 0 1 13 12 ___ ......... 26
1 ' ' ■ —  • i
skipped question 4
Full service suppliers
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I s  th e  a c tu a l e xp e r ie n c e  m a tch in g  th e  le ve l o f  e x p e c te d  / re q u ire d  e x p e r ie n c e ?
N ee d in g  m uch  
im p ro ve m e n t
N eed ing
im p ro ve m e n t A v e r a g e G ood V e r y  g o o d
Response
Count
My level of experience is ... o 4 22 25 7 58 . |
answered question 5 8
skipped question 1 0
Total
N ee d in g  m uch  
im p ro ve m e n t
N ee d in g
im p ro ve m e n t A v e ra g e G ood Very good
Response
Count
My level of experience is ... o :■ i 5 ’-2 ? 22
answered question
skipped question 5
Agencies working for Ford
N ee d in g  m uch  
im p ro ve m e n t
N eed ing
im p ro ve m e n t A v e ra g e G ood V e r y  g o o d
Response
My level of experience is ... 0 i 5 2 1 i 9 n
; answered question g
skipped question 0
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
N ee d in g  m uch  
im p ro ve m e n t
N eed ing
im p ro ve m e n t A v e ra g e G ood
I Response 
Count
My level of experience is ... 1 o. |1 i 12  1 1 1 1 3 | 27 J
tered question 2 7
skipped question 5
Full service suppliers
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D oe s the  design  meet the  requ irem ents?
lacking the  
basics
needing
improvement
m eeting the 
requirement
exceeding
requirement Excellent Not applicable
Response
Count
The desiqn done by m y s e in ^ ^ ^ 0 __ ... . ; . 1 _4 L __ . 10 | 4 S
57
skipped question 11
Total
■
lacking the 
basics
needing
improvement
m eeting the 
requirem ent
exceeding
requirement Excellent Not applicable
Response
Count
The desiqn done by m y s e i n ^ ^ ^ 0 I 2 15 3 2 3 25
answ ered question
skipped question 2
Agencies working for Ford
lacking the 
basics
needing
improvement
meeting the  
requirement
exceeding
requirement ExceNent Not applicable
Response
Count
The desiqn done by m y s e l f i^ ^ ^ 0 2 1 2 1 2 ___ L  _ 7
/ered  question
skipped question 2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
lacking the 
basics
needing
improvement
m e etng  the 
requirem ent
exceeding
requirement Npt applicable
Response
Excellent
The design done by m y s e t n ^ ^ ^ 1------  0 . 3 j 11 S 1 i v | — ■ = — 1
skipped question 7
Full service suppliers
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A re  the  sy stem s fifed first time right aU the  time?
Som etim es 1 A lw ay s 1 2 M ore  than  2 Response
A lw ays Modification Modification Modifications Modifications N/A Count
|Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems G 6 6 . .9 1 »
■W;" J-iv
skipped question 1 2
Total
1 Som etim es 1 A lw ay s 1 2 M ore  than  2 Response
A lw ays
I1
Modification Modifications Modifications . . .  n ' a  : Count
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems i n 1 2 1 , . 0 ■’ I - - ] 1 24 L  1
' v  . & • answered question 24
skipped question 3
Agencies working for Ford
A lw ays
1 Som etim es 1 
Modification
A lw ay s 1 2 M ore  than  2 1 Response 1
Modification Modifications Modifications
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems |1 i 1 2 1 3 0 0  \ 7
d w n a i M i M  a
skipped question 2 1
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
A lw ays
Som etim es 1 
Modification
A lw ay s  1 
Modification
2 M ore  than  2 1 Response
Modifications
Systems like CAD, WERS, FDVS or other Ford systems | 0 3 , 3 5 5 1 25 !
■ answered question 25
skipped question 7
Full service suppliers
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Effciency a t the  s ta rt vs the end of a project.
.. . .
L ittle  bit 
E qu a l lo w e r L o w e r  M u c h  L o w e r
V e r y  m u ch  
lo w e r
Response
Count
My effciency at the start of a project is ... to the end of 23 17
_ _ _  _ _
1 1 60
I • ’ . H K
skipped qu estion
Total
E qua l
L ittle  bit 
lo w e r L o w e r
V e r y  m u ch  ■  
M u c h  L o w e r  lo w e r ■
My effciency at the start of a project is ... to the end of H 14 6 4 1 1 26
■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ U B an sw ere d  qu estion  26
skipped qu estion  1
Agencies working for Ford
E qua l
L ittle  b it 
lo w e r L o w e r M u c h  L o w e r
V e r y  m uch  
lo w e r
Response
Count
My effciency at the start of a project is ... to the end of 1 ! 3 1 2 0
a n sw ere d  qu estion 7
skip ped qu estion 2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
: ••• ' * . .
E qua l
L ittle  bit 
lo w e r L o w e r M u c h  L o w e r
V e r y  m u ch  I  
lo w e r |
Response
Count
My effciency at the start of a project is ... to the end of 8 8 10 1 0 f 2 7
skipped qu estion ___________
Full service suppliers
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How much money do you g e t from your com pany?
Answ er Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 24,1% 14
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 31,0% 18
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 12,1% 7
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 20,7% 12
No answer 12,1% 7
answ ered question 58
skipped question 10
Total
Answ er Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 36,8% 7
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 36,8% 7
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 10,5% 2
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 5,3% 1
No answer 10,5% 2
answered question 19
skipped question 8
Agencies working for Ford
A nsw er Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 28,6% 2
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 28,6% 2
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 0,0% 0
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 42,9% 3
No answer 0,0% 0
answ ered question 7
skipped question____________ 2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
■ .............. ....... . ....... . . .
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 15,6% 5
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 28,1% 9
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 15,6% 5
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 25,0% 8
No answer 15,6% 5
answ ered question 32
_skipped question____________________ 0
Full service suppliers
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How much money does your company g e t s  for th e  serv ice  you g ive (if 
app licab le !?____________________________
A nsw er Options
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000
Response Response
Frequency Count
3,6%
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 0,0%
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 28J>% 16
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 50,0% 28
No answer 17,9% 10
skipped question
Total
A nsw er Options
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 11,1% 2
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 0,0% 0
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 33,3% 6
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 38,9% 7
No answer 16,7% 3
ansn ,  _ _ rered question 18
skipped question 9
Agencies working for Ford
—
A nsw er Options
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000
Response Response
Frequency Count
0,0%
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 0,0% 0
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 28,6%
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 71,4%
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Response
Frequency
Response
Count
Hourly rate: 0 - 25,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 0 - 43000 0,0% 0
Hourly rate: 25,01 - 35,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 43001 - 0,0% 0
Hourly rate: 35,01 - 45,00 Euro (Yearly salary: 60601 - 25,8% 8
Hourly rate: 45,01 Euro or over (Yearly salary: 78201 51,6% 16
No answer 22,6%
7
_  ___
skipped question
Full service suppliers
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I s  t h e  t a s k  d e liv e re d  o n  t im e ?  The  t a s k s  a re  ...
delivered 
much to late
deivered to 
late on time
earier
deivered
much earier 
delivered
Response
Count
...by myself 1 12 7 - I 58 1
answered question 58
skip ped qu estion 1 0
Total
- ■ . i - delivered much to late
deivered to 
late on time
earlier
delivered
much earlier 
defivered
^^ bymysel^ ^ I.......p ....... ..3 - - 1......14....... J■ m i l  WMUfMUM
Agencies working for Ford
Response
Count
skip ped qu estion
deRvered 
much to late
deivered to 
late on time
earlier much earier 
delivered delivered
Response
Count
...by myself . 1 > i____  3___________  0 _____ 1 8
T T T H T T l - 1 answered question 8
skip ped qu estion ____
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
/■ ' . . . ■ . . ‘ deivered much to late
deivered to 
late on time
earlier
delivered
much earier 
deivered
Response
Count
. 19 — - M B s 0 —
sk ip ped  qu estion 5
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A r e  t h e  c u s to m e r  c o m p la in s  h an d le d  o n  t im e ?  C u s to m e r  co m p la in s  a re  h an d le d  ...
Total
ouch to late I to late on time 
 34--
much earlier 
earlier solved solved n----
Response
Count
answered question 58
sk ip ped  qu estion  10
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
much to late to late on time earlier solved
much earier 
solved
Response
Count
2 7 13 , 0 I 23 |
answered question 23
skip ped question 4
Agencies working for Ford
much earlier Response
much to late to late on time earlier solved solved Count
^by m ^ e l f ^ 0 5 2 1 0
answered question
sk ip ped  qu estio n  1
much to late to late on time earier solved
much earlier 
solved
Response
Count
...by myself o 7 19 0 1 27 1- - '.. .■ rered question 27
....................... sk ip ped  qu estion 5
Full service suppliers
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Your working relationship to...
Agencies working for Ford
B ad O lK. G ood V e r y  G ood Exce llent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 7 ....... 7.........- . . .  . .  1 50
skipped qu estion
Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood Exce llent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 1 1 3 10 5 I : I . 20  j
an sw ered  qu estion 2 0
skipped qu estion
Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood Exce llent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 2 2
.. ..
0 0 7
skipped qu estion _ ... _
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Full service suppliers
Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood ExceBent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... .. 4  . 1[ 5 1 12 |[ 2 0 ’L  23 J
an sw ered  question 23
skipped qu estion 9
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Your working relationship to...
B ad O.IC G ood V e r y  G ood Exce llent
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... _ o . . 11 . 28 . 8 5
52
skipped qu estion 16
Total
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood  Exce llen t |
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... 0 5 10 3 2 r 20
an sw ered  qu estion ■MM
skipped q u est ion 7
Agencies working for Ford
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood  Exce llent |
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... 0 1 1 4 ... . ...... _ _ 7
an sw ered  qu estion
.. _ ___ _ _____ . skipped qu estion
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  G ood ExceBent
Response
Count
^ F u lU e r^ c ^ u p p lie i^ ^ ^ ^ 0 14 1......1  . -----------1---------- — a—
skipped qu estion
Full service suppliers
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Y o u r  w o rk in g  re la t io n sh ip  to...
Bad O.K. Good Very Good Excellent
Response
Count
...Agencies (workinq for Ford) is ... 5 13 _____ 24 7 _ _ .A .... I 50
50
sk ip ped  Q uestion 18
Total
Bad O.K. Good Very Good Excellent
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... 1 3 .1 io. . . 5 1 20
a n sw e re d  q u estio n 20
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 7
Agencies working for Ford
Bad O.K. Good V ery  Good Excellent
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... t e  a  f t  i[______ i ___ 0 _ o _ _ _ 7
7
sk ip ped  q u estio n  2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Bad O.K. Good Very Good Excellent
Response
Count
...Aqencies (workinq for Fordl is ... 3 6 12 2 0 1 23_
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 9
Full service suppliers
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Y o u r  w o rk in g  re la t io n sh ip  to...
Agencies working for Ford
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Full service suppliers
Bad O.K. Good Very Good ExceBent
Response
Count
...Aqencies (workinq 1 14 27 .___ 2 1 _ 50
a n sw e re d  q u estio n 50
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 18
Total
Bad o .k . Good Very Good Excellent
Response
Count
...Aqencies (workinq f o i^ S S H ^ ^ ^ 0 6 10 3 [ 1 20
re red  q u estio n 20
sk ip ped  q u estio n 7
Bad O.K. Good Very Good Excellent
...Agencies (working fo r F S S jis ^ ^ ^ 1 0 2 4 0 1
Response
Count
a n sw e re d  q u estio n
sk ip p ed  q u estio n
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The level o f your tru st t o ...
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d E x ce le n t
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 5 19 2 1 4 ■ 51
'■ ’ . V i '- a n sw ere d  qu estion 5 1
skipped qu estion 18
Total
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d ExceHent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 0 ..... 7 8 . L......  *  I[ 1 .
an sw ered  qu estion 20
skip ped qu estion 7
Agencies working for Ford
Bad a i c G ood V e r y  g o o d  E x c e le n t
Response
Count
...Ford is ... 2 L  3 ... I 2 . 1 0 _________ 0 7
. - a n sw ere d  qu estion
skipped qu estion _____________
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  good Exce llent
Response
Count
...Ford is ... .3 9 1 i i 0 23 j
re red  qu estion 2 3
skipped qu estion 9
Full service suppliers
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The level o f your tru st to  ...
B ad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d Exce llent
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... 4 16 22 5 4 51 1
fe red  qu estion 51
sk ip ped  qu estion 1 7
Total
Agencies working for Ford
Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d  Exce llen t |
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... 2 7 7 3 i r 20
a n sw ere d  qu estion
sk ip ped  q u estion  7
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
Full service suppliers
- - ’ Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d Exce llen t |
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ...
2 3 M N K M M 9 7
sk ip ped  qu estion 1
Bad O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d Exce llen t |
Response
Count
...Full service supplier is ... 1 2 7 12 1 2 I 24 I
/ered qu estion 2 4
skip ped qu estion 8
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The level o f your tru s t to  ...
B a d O.K. G oo d  V e r y  g o o d ExceM ent
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... 2 22 22 3 1 ■ H T i H
f r :  ........\  ' •—  —  7  '  • ; ■ a n sw e re d  q u estio n 5 0
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 18
B a d O.K. G oo d V e r y  g o o d
1 Response 
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... 0 6 10 3 1 20
|  ■ ■ ■ ■ • *< ■ ■ * an sw e re d  q u estio n  2 0
sk ip p ed  q u estio n  7
Agencies working for Ford
B a d O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d  E x c e le n t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... . . .  . .... 2 ............... ... 1 7 !
' V ” - r ; \ a n sw e re d  qu estio n 7
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
B a d o .k . G ood  V e r y  g o o d  E xce B e n t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for Ford) is ... 1 12 10 0  0
a n sw e re d  q u estio n 2 3
sk ip p ed  q u estio n 9
Full service suppliers
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T h e  le ve l o f your tru s t to  ...
................ B a d o .k . G ood V e r y  g o o d E x c e le n t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for FSS) is ... 4 ____ 21____ ... - 2 2 I 50
an sw e re d  q u estio n 5 1
sk ip ped  q u estion 17
Total
B a d O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d Exce llen t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for FSS) is ... 1 7 1 2 | 0 i 20
a n sw e re d  q u estio n
sk ip p ed  q u estio n
20
7
Agencies working for Ford
B a d O.K. G ood V e r y  g o o d E x c e le n t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for FSS) is ... 0 4
.  ..r „  .
0 : ......  r ■
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ sk ip p ed  q u estio n _____________ 2
Agencies working for Full Service Supplier
B a d O.K. G ood V e-y  yood E xce B e n t
Response
Count
...Agencies (working for FSS) is ... 3 7 12 0 1 23
m m M B B M a n sw e re d  q u estio n 2 4
stopp ed  q u estio n 8
Full service suppliers
Source: Field study
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Appendix F -  Codes and Results
Table F.1: Codes and results from survey
o
z Jo
b 
ca
te
tim
e 
in
jo
b
co
m
p
ta
rg
et
cu
st
ta
rg
et
m
et
co
m
p
ta
rg
et
W)
o 13 
o E> 
£ JS st
ar
t
ef
fic
ie
nc
y
se
lf
de
si
gn
us
ag
e
sy
st
em
s
m
on
ey
fr
o
m
co
m
p
m
on
ey
fo
rs
er
v
ta
sk
tim
in
g
co
m
pl
ai
n
tim
in
g
le
ve
l
ex
p
er
re
la
t 
fo
rd (A
£ra
E re
la
t
ag
fo
rd
re
la
t 
ag
fs
s
re
la
t
de
vs
er
v
tr
us
t 
fo
rd
tr
us
t 
fs
s
tr
u
st
ag
fo
rd
tr
u
st
ag
fs
s
1 1 1 4 4 3 2 3 3 15 15 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 5 4
2 1 1 4 5 4 4 5 30 40 3 2 4 4 2 4 2 3 4 1 4 2
3 1 1 4 5 3 3 5 3 15 40 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 2
4 1 1 4 4 4 4 5 3 30 55 3 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
5 1 1 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4
6 1 1 3 4 4 4 5 3 4 3 3 3
7 1 1 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 2 4
8 1 1 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5
9 1 1 4 4 3 3 5 4 4 30 40 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
10 1 1 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 15 4 3 3
11 1 1 5 5 4 4 3 3 30 4 3 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 4 3
12 1 1 4 4 4 4 3 1 15 40 3 3 3
13 1 1 4 3 3 3 4 3 15 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3
14 1 1 4 3 3 2 1 3 5 15 55 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2
15 1 1 4 2 3 2 2 3 3 15 40 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 4 3 2 2 2
16 1 2 3 4 2 4 3 4 2 30 40 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2
17 1 2 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 30 15 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
18 1 2 4 4 4 4 5 3 2 40 55 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
19 1 3 5 5 5 4 4 3 2 15 55 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 3
20 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 2 2 3
21 1 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 3 5 4 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2
22 1 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 5 15 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
23 1 4 5 5 4 4 5 2 2 30 55 5 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
24 1 4 5 5 4 4 5 3 1 3 1 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
25 1 4 4 4 4 4 5 40 55 5 1 5 3 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 2
26 1 4 3 4 4 4 4 2 5 55 55 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 2 2 1 2 1
27 1 4 4 5 3 4 5 3 2 30 40 2 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2
28 2 1 4 3 3 3 2 3 4 15 55 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 3
29 2 1 4 3 3 3 3 30 3 3 3
30 2 1 4 3 4 3 2 4 1 30 40 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2
31 2 1 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 15 55 3 3 3 1 3 2 3 2 1 2 1 2
32 2 1 4 2 3 2 3 2 2 55 55 1 2 4 2 5 2 5 3 1 5 3 5
33 2 2 2 4 3 3 4 4 4 30 40 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2
34 2 4 3 4 3 4 4 55 4 2 3
35 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 55 55 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3
36 2 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 55 55 4 4 5 3 4 2 2 4 3 4 2 2
37 3 1 3 2 4 4 5 15 40 3 3 4
38 3 1 4 4 3 3 3 4 2 30 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
39 3 1 3 3 3 3 5 3 3 3 5 5
40 3 1 5 4 4 4 3 3 2 15 40 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
41 3 1 5 3 4 4 5 3 3 3
42 3 2 3 4 4 3 3 30 40 3 3 3
43 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 2 2
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44 3 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
45 3 2 5 5 4 4 3 4 2 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 1 1 2 1
46 3 2 5 4 4 4 4 55 55 3 3 3
47 3 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 1 1 2 2 3 1 1
48 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 40 55 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
49 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 3 2 55 55 2 2 3 1 3 1 3 2 3 5 2 5
50 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 40 55 2 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2
51 3 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 30 55 2 2 5 1 3 2 3 3 2 3 2 3
52 3 3 2 3 2 3 4 3 4 55 55 3 3 4 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
53 3 3 5 5 4 3 5 4 2 55 55 3 2 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 3 3
54 3 3 5 3 4 3 4 3 2 30 40 3 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
55 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 5 40 55 2 2 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 3
56 3 3 4 3 4 3 5 5 2 30 55 3 3 5 3 4 3 4 4 2 1 2 1
57 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 40 40 2 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2
58 3 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 40 40 3 3 4 4
59 3 4 2 2 3 3 5 15 55 2 2 4
60 3 4 5 5 4 4 3 2 5 30 55 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
61 3 4 5 5 4 4 3 2 5 55 55 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
62 3 4 1 1 3 4 5 3 5 30 40 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3
63 3 4 1 2 4 4 3 3 5 55 55 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2
64 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 55 55 2 2 3
65 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 2 55 55 3 3 4
66 3 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 30 55 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3
67 3 4 1 1 3 3 5 30 40 2 2 4 1 3 3 3 3 1 2 2 2
68 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 2 15 3 3 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3
Source: Present study
The above table shows the 22 different categories with the translation of the result. 
The first 2 categories are to differentiate the groups, while the next 20 categories 
are standing for the questions to be answered.
- Job cate stays for Job category.
1 = Agencies working for Ford
2 = Agencies working for Full service supplier
3 = Full service supplier
- Timeinjob stays for Time in job.
1 = Less than 3 years
2 = between 3 and 5 years
3 = between 5 and 8 years
4 = more than 8 years
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Comp target stays for Company target clearness
1 = Very unclear
2 = Unclear
3 = Just known
4 = Clear
5 = Very clear
Cust target stays for Customer target clearness
1 = Very unclear
2 = Unclear
3 = Just known
4 = Clear
5 = Very clear
Metcomp target stays for Company target met
1 = Am far behind
2 = Am behind
3 = Have nearly met
4 = Have fully met
5 = Have exceeded
Metcust target stays for Customer target met
1 = Am far behind
2 = Am behind
3 = Have nearly met
4 = Have fully met
5 = Have exceeded
Start efficiency stays for the efficiency at the start of the project
1 = Equal
2 = Little bit lower
3 = Lower
4 = Much lower
5 = Very much lower
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Self design stays for design efficiency
1 = Lacking the basics
2 = Needing improvement
3 = Meeting the requirements
4 = Exceeding requirement
5 = Excellent
“Usage systems” stays for the effectiveness of using Ford systems
1 = Always
2 = Sometimes 1 modification
3 = Always 1 modification
4 = 2 Modifications
5 = More than 2 modifications
Moneyfromcomp stays for the money an employee gets from its company
1 = 0 - 2 5  Euro Hourly rate
2 = 25.01 -  35 Euro Hourly rate
3 = 35.01 -  45 Euro Hourly rate
4 = 45.01 Euro Hourly rate or over
MoneyforServ stays for the money the company gets for service
1 = 0 - 2 5  Euro Hourly rate
2 = 25.01 -  35 Euro Hourly rate
3 = 35.01 -  45 Euro Hourly rate
4 = 45.01 Euro Hourly rate or over
Task timing stays for the handling time of the task.
1 = Delivered much to late
2 = Delivered to late
3 = On time
4 = Earlier delivered
5 = Much earlier delivered
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- Complain timing stays for the time complains are handled.
1 = Much to late
2 = To late
3 = On time
4 = Earlier solved
5 = Much earlier solved
- Level exper stays for the level of experience
1 = Needing much improvement
2 = Needing improvement
3 = Average
4 = Good
5 = Very good
- Relat ford stays for the relationship to Ford.
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
- Relat fss stays for the relationship to Full service supplier
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
- Relat agford stays for the relationship to agencies working for Ford.
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
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- Relat agfss stays for the relationship to agencies working for Full service supplier.
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
- Trust ford stays for the level of trust to Ford
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
-Trust fss stays for the level of trust to Full service supplier
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
- Trust agford stays for the level of trust to agencies working for Ford
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
- Trust agfss stays for the level of trust to agencies working for Full service supplier
1 = Bad
2 = O.K.
3 = Good
4 = Very good
5 = Excellent
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Appendix G -  Introduction letter
On the following pages the introduction letter and the reminders to the sample 
people are shown in their original format.
Von: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Gesendet: Mo 16.02.2009 21:45 
An: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the Ford of 
Europe Interior Department
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,
This Research is part of the Doctoral program (DBA) of the University of Surrey Business School 
conducted by Thomas Verneville. This research is going to find out how is the Effectiveness of 
outsourcing of Engineering Service inside the Ford of Europe Interior Department. You answers 
will be confidentially treated. You will stay anonymous for the readers of the research outcome and 
for the researcher as well, because the online survey service "survey monkey" will just show the 
overall data. Your answer cannot be referred to your person.
Please find below the link to questionnaire and please answer the questions to your understanding: 
http://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=2Rcus4QkDmS3ZzHDLL0UTA 3d 3d 
Background:
Ford of Europe has its development center for body interior in Merkenich and Dunton. There, the 
development of all car lines is done. The divisions are divided in power train, body, electrical, styling 
and vehicle testing. The focus for this research will be on the interior development department, 
which is part of body engineering, interacting with the other departments. For the entire different car 
lines the development of seats, doors, restraints, consoles, overhead system, instrumental panels 
and soft & hard trim systems is done there. Ford is using different strategies for the development. 
One method is to have leading supervisors, a view engineers employed by Ford and outsource 
most of the engineering to Agencies, i.e. engineering companies. These outsourced persons are 
acting, as they were Ford employees. They are seated in Ford, acting as Ford with the direction of 
supervisors. The second method is that Ford is outsourcing the design, e.g. for an overhead 
system, to a Full Service Supplier (FSS). These suppliers are building a team within the
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development centers and they are responsible for the product design, the set up of the production 
and the delivery. The third type of outsourcing of engineering service is to give the whole car 
development, mainly niche cars, to one engineering company. This kind of service is here called 
development service. They are responsible for the whole development with the use of the Ford 
systems and methods; they design the updated interior, interact with suppliers and plan the 
production.
The overall question is how effective is the outsourcing of engineering service inside the 
interior the department of Ford of Europe.
Thank you very much for filling the questionnaire,
Thomas Verneville
Von: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
G esendet: Di 17.02.2009 20:22 
An: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: AW: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the 
Ford o f Europe Interior Department
Hello all,
I was fed back some doubts about the purpose, the security and confidentiality of this research and 
I will try to give some more explanations.
This research is just my private research to become a doctor. Ford, my company or any other 
company does not sponsor me. The data from the collecting company "survey monkey" will be 
given back to me only. Out of the data I will make an analysis, which will be general and 
anonymous. My University would not award me the doctor or would take it away, if I would not keep 
to these rules. I hope I have eliminated some of your doubts.
Anyway to participate will be completely your free choice. I would be happy, if you would decide to 
volunteer.
Thank you very much,
Thomas Verneville 
Doctoral Student
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Von: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Gesendet: Di 24.03.2009 08:28 
An: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: AW: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the 
Ford of Europe Interior Department
Hello,
Many thanks that you have filled the questionnaire. It has helped me a lot.
If you would like to volunteer, please copy the link into the address field of the explorer. 
http://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=2Rcus4QkDmS3ZzHDLL0UTA 3d 3d 
Thanks,
Thomas Verneville
Von: Verneville T  Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Gesendet: Mi 01.04.2009 20:34 
An: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: AW: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness of Engineering Service: Survey inside the 
Ford o f Europe Interior Department
H ello all,
I  have been asking you to answer some questions about outsourcing effectiveness. I f  you have answered the 
questionnaire, thank you very much you could stop reading now.
The questionnaire w ill stay another 3 weeks open and w ill take you 10 minutes to answer the questions. 
Please find below the link to the questionnaire:
http://www.survevmonkev.eom/s.aspx?sm=eE7AL 2bui09pzM FcieviLwKg 3d 3d
Anyw ay to participate w ill be completely your free choice. Your answer is strictly confidential. I would be
happy, i f  you would participate in this research.
Thank you very much,
Thomas Verneville
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Von: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Gesendet: Mo 18.05.2009 08:24 
An: Verneville T  Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: AW: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the 
Ford o f EU Interior Department
Hello,
thanks to you for filling the questionnaire. You can stop reading now.
This survey will stop in two weeks, which gives you still the opportunity to 
participate. It will take you 5 minutes to answer the questions. Please find 
below the link to the questionnaire:
http://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=eE7AL 2bui09pzMFaeviLwK 
q 3d 3d
Your answer is strictly confidential.
Thank you very much,
Thomas Verneville
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Von: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Gesendet: So 24.05.2009 18:19 
An: Verneville T Mr (PG/R - SoM)
Betreff: Questionnaire: Outsourcing Effectiveness o f Engineering Service: Survey inside the Ford of 
EU Interior Department
Hello,
This survey will stop in one week. It is the last chance to participate. It is 
going to take you 5 minutes to answer the questions. Please find 
below link:
http://www.survevmonkev.com/s.aspx?sm=eE7AL 2bui09ozMFaeviLwK 
a 3d 3d
Your answer is strictly confidential.
Thank you very much,
Thomas Verneville
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